DEVELOPMENT

CC-6
CC-46
CC-56

CITY COUNCIL MEETING
May 26, 1091

IMPACT FEES

Hotice of this meeting was published according to law, an
affidavit of which is on file in the City (lerk's office.
The subject of the this ineeting, "Development Impact Fees”,
was introduced by City Manager Peterson and Public Works

Director Ronske. M. Ronsko then introduced
representatives of Nolte & Associates and Angus McDonald &
Associates. The presentation consisted of the tToliowing
segments: .

DEVELQPMENT IMPACT FEE PRESENTATION

Qverview
(by City staff)

Fee Calculation Procedure
Cash Flow Analysis

AB 1600 Requirements
Program Administration

{by McDonaid & Associates)

Water

Sewer

Storm Drainage

Streets & Reads

(by Nolte & Asscciates)

Police

Fire

Parks & Recreaticn

General City Facilities
(by McDonald & Associates)

Summary of Total Fees

Total City Fees

Comparison With Other Cities
Past Funding Sources

(by City staff)

The following persons addressed the City Council regarding

the matter:

a) Terry Pilazza, RBaumbach & Piazra, 323 West
Elm Street, Lodi;

b) Steve Pechin, Baumbach & Piazza, 323 West
Elm Street, Lodi;

c) Dennis Bennett, 1711 {oventry Way, Lodi;

d) Jeff Kirst, 314 West Lockeford Street, Lodi;
and

e) 8111 Mitchell, 4870 Gerber Road, Sacramento,

California.



CITY COUNCTL MEETING
May 28, 1991

There being no other persons wishing to speak, the public
portion of the meeting was closed.

A lengthy discussion foliowed with the City Council asking
staff to raspond to the numerous points that were raised in
this discussion. It was agreec that arother meeting of
this -type will be held by the ('ty Ceouncil in the near
future.



DECLARATION OF MAILING

On May 2, 1991 in the City of Lodi, San Joaquin County, California, I
deposited in the United States mail, envelopes with first-class postage
prepaid therecn, containing a copy of the Notice attached hereto, marked
Exhibit "A"; said envelopes were addressed as is more particularly chown
on Ixnibit "B" attached hereto.

There is a regular daily communication by mail between the City of Lodi,
California, and the places to which said envelopes were addressed.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on May 2, 1991, at Lodi, California.

Alice M. Reimche
City Clerk

./
puty City Clerk

DEC/01
TXTA.FRM



NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
REGARDING DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that cn Tuesday, May 28, 1991 at the hour of 7:00 a.m.,
or as socn thereafter as the matter may be heard, the Locdi City Council will
conduct a Public Hearing at the Carnegie Forum, 305 West Pine Street, Lodi CA,
to hear the following matter:

a) Development Impact Fees - those fees charged to deveiopment for
construction of capital facilities. ’

All interested persons are invited to present their views and coisments on this
matter. Written statements may be filed with the City Clerk at any time prior
tc the hearing scheduled herein and oral statements may be made at said hearing.

If you challenge the subject matter in court, you may be limited to raising
only those issues you or someone else raised at the Public Hearing described in
this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the City Clerk, 221 West
Fine Street, Lodi, California, at or prior to, the City Public Hearing.

Dated: May 1, 1991
By Order of the Lodi City Council
Gen oSt S Pennen

_ ice M. Reimche
L City Clerk

4 as form:

Al T
- L U’Q_/\/ {:2/ ‘Q’ e

Bobby W. McNatt

City Attorney



THE GLANNONI ORGANIZA{'ION

- 1420 S MILLS AVE 4E
-7 LODI, CA 95242

 JERRY HEMINGER
9 619 WILLOW GLEN DR

LCDI, CA 93240

RON THOMAS
~ POBOX 1503
LODI, CA 95240

H&M BUILDERS
$" 330 S FAIRMONT AVE
LODI, CA 95240

TED KATZAKIAN
3 777 SHAM LN
LODI, CA 95242

GRUPE DEVELOPMENT
4041 W BROOKSIDE RD
STOCKTOCN, CA 95207

BAUMBACH-PIAZZA
7 323 WELM ST
LODI, CA 95240

THOMPSON-HYSELL ENGINEERS

\f\

1016 12TH ST
MODESTO, CA 95354

JIM GIOTTONINI
-3 425 N EL DORADO
STOCKTON. CA 95203

LODI NEWS SENTINEL
= 125 N CHURCH 3T
LODI, CA 95240

)

Fee MAILING LIST 4/17,9:
y Teble & Letter
tudy & lLetter

[LODI DEVELOPMENT INC

" PO BOX 1237

1.ODI, CA 95241

WENTLAND-SNIDER
521 S HAM LN #A
LODI, CA 95242

BENUNETT & COMPTON
PO BOX 1597
LGCDI, CA 95241

VERNER CONSTRUCTION
2707 E FREMONT ST #17
STOCKTON, CA 95205

DARYL GEWEKE
PO BOX 1210
LODI, CA 95241

JEFF KIRST
120 N PLEASANT
LODI, CA 95240

DILLON ENGINEERING
PO BOX 2180
LODI, CA 95241

PHILLIPPI ENGINEERING
595 BUCK AVE
VACAVILLE, CA 95688

HENRY HIRATA
PO BOX 1810
STOCKTON, CA 95201

RILEY-PEARLMAN

11640 SAN VICENTE BLVD #202

L.LOS ANGELES, CA $0049

o

BOB MORRIS
222 W LOCKEFORD ST #9
LODI, CA 95240

FRED BAKFR
317 W LODI AVE
LODI, CA 95240

GOODEN CONSTRUCTION
114A N CHURCH ST
LODI, CA 95240

FHA PROPERTIES
3158 AUTO CENTER CIR #E
STOCKTON, CA 95212

JW PROPERTIES
3515 COUNTRY CLUB BLVD
STOCKTON, CA 95240

SURLAND PROPERTIES
88 HOWARD ST
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

RW SIEGFRIED & ASSOCIATES

4045 CORONADO AVE
STOCKTON, CA 95204

BEARDSLEE DEVELOPMENT
110 GRAND AVE
CAPITOLA, CA 95010

STOCKTON RECORD

= PO BOX 900

STOCKTON, CA 95201

BROWMAN DEVELOPMENT
1900 EMBARCADERO #201
OAKLAND, CA 94606



_ LIBRARY

i

_ CRAIG RASMUSSEN
;~ PO BOX 560
LODI, CA 95241

__ HARRY MARZOLF
7 445 MADRONE CT
LODI, CA 95242

JAMES GRIFFITH
1020 BRADFORD CIR

LODI, CA 95240

ROGER STAFFORD
801 S MILLS AVE
LODI, CA 95240

LARRY MINDT

- PO BOX 782

LODI, CA 95241

SUSAN HITCHCOCK
615 S HUTCHINS Sv

LODI. CA 95240

MICHAEL LAPENTA
1718 EDGEWOOD DR
LCDI, CA 95240

HAWAI-SAN FRANCISCO
2200 POWELL ST #1025
EMERYVILLE, CA 94608
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Development Impact Fee Presentation

Overview
City Staff

Fee Calculation Procedure
Cash Flow Analysis

AB 1600 Requirements
Program Administration

McDonald & Associates

Water
Sewer
Storm Drainage
Streets & Roads

Noite & Associates

Police
Fire
Parks & Recreation
General City Facilities

McDonald & Associates

Summary of Total Fees
Total City Fees
Comparison With Other Cities
Past Funding Sources
City Staft



Development Impact Fees

Fee Calculation Procedure

Determine Service Area
General Plan Boundary

Establish Levels of Service

Existing Conditions

Determine Improvements to Meet Service Standard with New Growth
Capital Improvement List

Estimate Cost and Timing of Improvements
Capital Improvement List/Schedule

Identify Existing Deficiencies
Separate Analysis on Certain Projects

Determine Relative Service Demand of Various Land Uses
RAE (Residential Acre Equivalent) Schedule

Calculate Fee
Cost of Improvements/RAE’S plus Cash Flow Analysis



Development Impact Fees

Cash Flow Analysis

Annual Revenue
Annual Expenses
Account for Interest

{either earned on fund balance or pard on loans)
Interfund Borrowing
Examples

Water - no borrowing

Sewer - borrowing



Water Impact Fee
Cash Flow
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Development Impact Fees

AB1600 Requirements/

Program Administration

Separate Funds

Account for Interest
Annuai Reporting
Minor Adjustments/Updates
Major Updates - General Plan
Fee Collection

Record Keeping



Development Impact Fees

Water
Prejects Included

Master Plan
Current plan plus updates

Admin. Bldg./Cerporation Yard
50/50 split with Sewer, portion w/Electric Utility

Oversize Mains & Major Crossings
10" and larger mains, major crossings per present practice
Will credit individual projects with portion of cost

Water Wells

All new weils to accomodate growth
Includes GAC filters in certain areas and standby power per Master Plan

Water Tank
Portion providing capacity for new growth (31 %)

Total Cost
$9,263,525

Projects Not Included

Replacements/Reinforcements of Existing Mains
Generally improvements to distributions system in older areas
Miscellaneous Fire Protection Improvements

Total Cost
S1.62R.000



Development Impact Fees

Sewer
Projects Included

Master Plan
Current plan plus updates

Admin. Bldg./Corporatien Yard
50/50 split with Water, portion w/Electric Utility

Oversize Mains
12" and larger mains
Will credit individual projects with portion of cost

Lift Stations
In separate areas of beneiit
Includes force mains
$639,500 not included below

Total Cost
$1.368,920
Projects Not Included

Replacements/Reinforcements of Existing Mains
Generally improvements to collection system in older areas

Total Cost
$1,005.500

Note: Wastewater treatment plant covered by existing separate fee



Development Impact Fees

Storm Drainage
Projects Included

Master Plan
Current plan plus updates

Basins
Per Master Plan, including pump stations
Approx. | acre per new basin in Parks Fee

Trunk Lines
30" & larger per Master Plan

Total Cost
$15.773.000

Projects Not Included

Replacements/Reinforcements of Existing Mains
Generaliy improvements to collection system in older arcas

Total Cost
$1,051.000



Development Impact Fees

Streets & Roads

Projects Included

Master Plan
Current plan plus updates

Widenings & capacity improvements to existing streets
Kettlemian Lane, Lower Sacramento Road, Lodi Avenue
Lockeford Street, Victor Road
"Oversized" New Streets
Credit on R/W & construction cost of portion over 68 feet in width
Harney Lane, Century Boulevard, Guild Avenue, Turner Road

Improvements @ Hwy 12, 99
12/99 Interchange, Turner Road Overpass

Traftic Signals
New signals identified in Circulation Plan
50% of signals already meeting warrants

Miscellaneous Projects
WID box culverts
Railroad crossing improvements

Recent Capacity Improvement Projects
Portion of project attributable to capacity increase
Adjusted downward for capacity used between project construction and present

Total Cost
$15.290,687

Projects Not Included

Reconstructions of existing streets
Street Maintenance
State, Federal & Measure K tunding

Total Cost
$14,893.513 General Fund (maintenance)
$i6,010,250 Other funding



Development Impact Fees

Police

Projects Included

Police Station Expansion
10.000 SF, 10 jail cells

Equipment
Personal equipment for 29 officers
8 patrol cars (equipped)

2 pickup trucks (equipped)
Animal control truck
Radios
Computer terminals

Total Cost
$2,430.000

Projects Not Included

Upgrades of existing systems
Proposed computer aided dispatch system



Developinent Impact Fees
Fire

Projects Included

Westside Station

Lower Sacramento Road N/ElIm Sireet
Station equipment
Personal equipment tor 23 employees

Equipment
Ladder truck -
2 sedans
2 mnivans
Computer terminals

Station 1 (Downtown)
Minor Remode!

Total Cost
$1,065,000

Projects Not Included

Equipment Replacements

Truck & engme replacements

Total Cost
S1.090,000



Development Impact Fees

Parks & Recreation

Projects Included

Master Plan
To Refine Needs, Projects and Estimates

Admin. Bldg./Corporation Yard
@ 45% per deficiency analysis

New "Standard" Parks
Per Table 9-1, 83 acres
Playground Equipment & Ball Diamonds
One New Pool

New Community Buildings
Total 44,000 SF, unspecified locaticns

Total Cost
$18,740,000

Projects Not Included

Admin. Bldg./Corporation Yard
@ 55% per deficiency analysis

Replacements of Equipment & Enhancements at Developed Parks
Lodi Lake (except West side 13 acre expansion)
Misc. Lighting & Facility Upgrades
Hutchins St. Square

Total Cost
$11,374 000



Development Impact Fees

General City Facilities

Projects Inciuded

City Hall Expansion

Portion of expansion in two phases (addiiton, remodel), including parking

Stadivm Area Parking
Lock:ford @ Stockton

Library
Expansion or satellite site to be determined

Miscellaneous Equipment
Public Works Equipment
Finance Dept cquipment, computer upgrade

Miscellaneous Projects
Fee program administration, monitoning (all categories)
General Plan, current plus updates

Total Cost
$11,568,44

Projects Not Included

City Hall Expansion
@ 27.8% per deficiency analysis

Total Cost
S1.171.770



City of Lodi

Draft Development Impact Fees for Capital Facilities

E {Draft)

General Plan (GP} Toral Assumed @ Max. Censity
Ltand Use Category Fees? per Censity Fee per GP ©  Fee
Residential {per unit) . {per unit}
Low Density $38,170 acre 5 upa' : $7,634 7 | $5,453
Medium Density $58,100 acre 12 upa ; 54,842 20 ‘ $2,905
High Density | $101,770 acre 24 upa :  $4,240 30 | $3,392
East Side Residential $40.100 acre 5 upa | 8,020 7 | $5,729
PR - low density $38,170 acre 5 up3 : $7.634 7 | 85,453
PR - med density $58,100 acre 12 upa . $4,842 20 | $2,905
PR - high density $101,770 acre 24 upa : $4,240 30 5 $3,392
Commercial ' iper SF) ‘ (par SF)
Neighborhood $40,010 acre 30% far? © | $3.06 40% 1 $2.30
General $48,000 acre 30% far . $3.67 10% | $2.75
Downtown $40,010 acre 30% far .~ $3.06 200% | 50.48
Office $53,330 acre 35% far o $3.50 50% $2.45

industrial : i
Light $32,520 acre 40% far L $1.87 50% $1.49
Heavy $31,470 acre 40% far ©$1.81 50% | $1.44
Industrial Reserve $32.520 acre 40% far . 51.87 50% | 51.49

Y upa = units per acre

3 far = flocr/area ratio (building square footage per acre)

* total fee includes Water, Sewer, Storm Drainage, Streets & Roads,
Police, Fire, Parks & Recreation and General City Facilities per
April 1991 draft study. Wastewater connection fee (for wastewater

plant}, engineering, building permit and other fees for service are
not inciuded.

4/29:91 IMP_FEE.XLS



City of Lodi - Total Development Fee Examples

Project Assumptions

Land Use:

Area:

Density:

#Units; Bidg SF:

Estimated Off-Site Impr. $:
| Existing Fees
Tentative Map:
Engineering (as updated):
$ per:

Sewer Connection
Bass Rate ($/SSU):
Unit of Measurea:

# of Empl/acre:
Sewage Ser. Units:
Total Fee:

$ per:

Storm Drainage
Base Rate:
Total Fee:

$ per:

Building Permit
Assumed SF/OU
Bldg Val./SF:
Assumed Type:
Valuation:

Totzl Fee:
$ pers:

Building Plan Check
Total Fee:
3 per:

Mech./Elec./Plumb. Permit
Est. Total Fee:
$ per:

Strong Motion Instrumentation Fee :

Total Fee:
$ per:

Total Existing Fees:

$ per:

Proposed Impact Fees:

Totai Proposed Fee:

{laes axisling SD fes)

Proposed $ per:

Grand Total $ per:

Residential
Low Dansity: Med. Density
10 acres: 5 acres
5 upa: 12 upa
50 60
$400,000. $100,000.
$100. $100.
$19,600. $86,100.
$394./unit. $103./unit
$2,099. ¢ $2,099.
1.25 units peri 1.00 units per
3 Br. Home! 2 Br. Home
{per Table 7-1, GP Draft £IR)
62.51 8§0.0
$131,188. $125,940.

$2,624.Junit:  $2,099./unit

$4,050/acre! $4,050/acre

$40,500. $20,250.
$810./unit! $338./unit
2,000.‘: 1300
$49.00 | $44.70
avg. single lam._i avg. apt.
$98.,000 ! $62,580
$31,625. $30,512
$633./unit’ $509./unit
65%1: of Bidg Perrmut
$20,556. ! $19,833.
$411.juniti  $331.Junit
$0.03 i,per SF
$3.000. | $2,520.
$60./un?t§ $42. funit
‘ $0.07 res.
$343. | $263.
$7./unit! $4./unit
. i
$246,912 $205,517

$4,938./unit| $3.425./unit
|
$38,170/acre' $58.100/acre

$341,200. $270,250.

$6.824./unit: $4.504./unit

H

$11,762./unit- $7.929./unit

Non-Residentiai

Light lnd.; Gtfice: Commercial
5 acres) 2 acres 5 acres
40%'! 35%- 30%
87,000 30,000 65,000
$125,000. $50,000. @ $150,000.
$100. : $100. - $100.
$7,350. $3.600. | $8,600.
$0.09/SF: $Q0.12/SF $0.13/SF
$2,099. $2,089. - $2,099.
1 unit per 81 1 unit per 8, varies w/use
employees ernployees: assumed 5
20; 48 28
12,5 12.0° 28.0
$26,238. " $25,188. $58,772.
$0.30/SF: $0.84/SF: $0.90/SF
$5,400/acre!  $5,400/acrei $5,400/acre
$27,000. $10,800. : $27.000.
$0.31/SF! $0.36/SF’ $0.42/5F
$23.60 ¢ $49.60 . $34.00
HIEY V N’ VN
$2,053,200: $1,488,000 ° $2,.210,000
$6,769 | $5,356 $7,161
$0.08/SF: $0.18/SF: $0.11/SF
$4,400. $3 481, ¢ $4,655.
$0.05/SF! $0.41 2/SF! $0.07/SF
$0.02 |per SF iestimated)}
$1,740. $600. | $1,300.
$0.021$F§' $0.02/SF! $0.02/SF
$0.15 non res.iper $1000. val. (étem mandeted)
$308. ! $223. $332.
$0.0C4/SF! $0.01/SF. $0.01/SF
| ) o
$73,904 | $49,349 +  $107.919
$0.85/SF|  $1.64/SF|  s1.66/sF

t

$32,520/acre: $53,330/acre $40,019/acrs

$135,600.

$1.56/SFi

i

$2.41/SF:

‘!

$95,860. $173.050.

$3.20/SF: $2.66/SF

.
i

$4.84/SF. $4.32/SF

Assumes proper zoning, enwvironmentosl cisarenco, etc.

6/249) LEV _FEEC XL9



STUCY COMMETED BY CITY OF VISALLA

GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF IMPACT FEES
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TYPES OF IMPACT FEES CHARGED

STUDY COMPLETED Y CIT> OF ViBas: A

Sanitary Storm Parks & General
Cay Transportation | Sewage| Water | Drainage | Recreation| School | Govemment| Other

Bakarsfield ® ° . .
Chico ) . . .

tovis . ® . - ® .
Escondido ° . . . . . -
Fairfield e ® . . .
Fresno . ° . ® . . .
Hanford ) ° . . .
Lodi . - .
Merced . ® ° . °
Modastp o . . ° . .
Napa . ° . .
Petaluma * . ° . > ° °
Periarville . . . .
Redding . . ° . ° . .
Santa Cnuz ° . . .
Santa Maria 3 . » ° ° o
Santa Rosa ° - . - -
Tulare ° . .
Turiock . . ° ° ° . .

Isalla ® e ° ° .
Walnut Cresk ° ° ° - .
YWoodand . . ® 'S - *




RESIDENTIAL IMPACT FEE COMPARISON

per dwelling unit

Assumption: 3-budroom, 2000 SF single-family dwelhing at 5 une:ts per acre

Fee Category LODI | FAIRFIELD GALT | MANTECA | STOCKTON!| WOODLAND!| CLOVIS! DAVIS
Hotes: a. 9 L D R S o d., f.
] ss0z2|  sz2.34e 31800} s2.222|  s1395)  s278|  s2s0|  s7is
D s218]  sass 5 81,859 | 51440 s192a| sr.267
Storm Drainage | s1,476 . ] b su7e2| Tsass| sz2i0
Streets & Roads s1o76| 7, Cst12e| ~ szoo8|  sar2| s2,288
| Police 1 s228] | sres] T asea| B
(Fre 1 sioz| R S I R T T T Y
Parks & Recreation | s2.962| 1579 saeos | | ssez|  s1420| " ssoo|  sase| sz1s6
General City Fac. $1.663 $1,155 $350 $81 | s732) | s1.087
Wastewsi Gomn. | szeas| || T N -
“Garbage B N e o
Trathic | | ) e e T
Public Safety (Police, Fire) | o ss | o R R D T
| Bridges/RRCrossings| |~ ] Tsve]
Route 104/Twin Cities Rd » s3r5 R e D
NE Arealmprovements | [ 1 sasaef T
| NE Area Water storage | 9121 N R SRR A
| Traffic Signal [ s
Major Equipment Purchases _ ’
| Highway Interchange T I
lerangs “j_'_;_“""" ,Av,,,_,._ S ‘ - R
Commuacty Rec"C%eAnter . N _17 R
| Administrative Charge .t R
Open Space Preservation | N )
| Core Area Enhancements || T T N I S S
| City Construction Tax | 1 B 1 -
General Government| B s2,148{ ' I
Totah: 1$1C,258] $10,924$23,116}$12,677 $6,934 $7,745 $5,937} $4,034{%512,144

Average: $10.419

Notes:

a. Applicabls if not in sseessmant district or specisl area of benefit.

b. Includea 3850 for well davelopment. if in assessment district or NE area, this foe 18 not charged.

c. Includes standard connection fee and surface water {acilitise {s0.

d. Will increase nubs(unnplly becauss of DECP cleanup, meter cost not included.

e.  Davis subtolsl varies by sub ares trom $6,761 to $10,705 {used average) plus City construction tax {voter npproved) of $1.61; sq.tt
f. No lift station fee included, nthet fese based on A-1 vrea.

9. Per Visalia study; Gen. Gov't includes storm, streot & musc. oversizing.

6124/31 IMPAC2.XLS
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

INTRODUCTION

The enactment of AB 1600 (Gcvernment Code §66000 et. seq.) has generated
formal and stringent requirements for documenting the basis for valid
development impact fees. In response to the changing legal climate, as well-
as the desire to have a comprehensive financing plan for the various public
facilities in Lodi, the current fees must be updated and new numerous fees

need to be implemented.

The goal of the Development Impact Fee Study is to prepare development impact
fees which will provide funds to construct various types of improvements such
that the City of Lodi’s adopted level of service is maintained throughout the
planning period. This goal will be attained consistent with the requirements

of AB 1600.

Purpose of the Fee

The purpose of development impact fees is to provide adequate financing for
the various public facility projects that are required to implement the City’s
General Plan. The fee is imposed such that new development will bear its fair
share of providing adequate infrastructure.

The fees collected will be used to finance the design, construction, and

inspection of streets and roads, Water, Sewer, Drainage, Parks and Recreation,
Police, Fire, and General City facilities. The fee revenue will also be used
for a major update of the fee program, which is to be performed every 5 years.

Planning Period

The proposed General Plan before tne City of Lodi covers a planning period of
April 1987 to 2007. For the purposes of the fee study, the planning period
was broken down into fiscal year increments: 1990/91, 1991/92, 1992/93,
1993/G4, 1994/95, 1995/96, 1996/97, 1997 - 2002, and 2002 - 2007. The
planning increments are the basis for projecting fee collections, capital
improvement expenditures and cash flow analyses.

Basis of Costs

Capital improvement schedules have been prepared for the Proposed General Plan
that cover Water, Sewer collection (but not the wastewater treatment
facility), Storm Drainage, Streets and Roads, Police, Fire, and General City
facilities. Capital costs included in the General City facilities category
are, for example, city hall expansion, library expansion, fee program
monitoring, parking lot construction, and miscellaneous projects not failing
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into other infrastructure categories. Project descripticns for each project
were developed with the assistance of City staff, other City-retained
consultants, and the authors. For each major project, estimates of cost have
been prepared utilizing current cost data from the City, recent bids for
similar projects, contractors and suppliers. Estimates of cost are based upon
January 1, 1990 dollars throughout this report. The Engineering News Record
20-Cities Average Construction Cost Index for January 1990 was, at that time,
4673.

Background - Development Forecast . . N

The first step in calculating a valid development impact fee is to prepare a
forecast of the timing and rate at which the City will develop. This forecast
must be consistent with Lodi’s General Plan and Growth Management Ordinance.

The development forecast serves two purposes:

o The development forecast provides the basis for determining when the
required infrastructure must be completed to maintain the targetesd Tevel
of service set forth by the City.

e The development forecast plays a significant role in forecasting cash
flow. The amount of development that occurs throughout the planning
period determines the amount of the fee and the development in any
particular year determines the total dollars that are available to fund
improvement projects.

The forecast of final mapping was prepared per gross acre by the City of Lodi
and is presented in Appendix A. Because the City will collect development
impact fees at the time of the final subdivision map is recorded, a forecast
of final mapping was used to estimate the inflow of cash. The construction
capital outlay forecast was based upon the City’s preposed Growth Management
Plan which provided the probable location of development.

The annual update of the fee program will include an assessment of the extent
to which development in Lodi has been occurring as forecasted. If rates of
development begin to depart substantially from expectations, the development
forecast and fee program will be updated based cn a forecast that reflects
then-current expectations.

Residential Acre Equivalents

After the amount of development was forecast for each land use category, a
conversion was made into the number of Residential Acre Equivalents (RAE’s)
that would be developed, for each category of public improvements. An RAE
factor measures the use or burden a land use places on a category of public
improvements (e.g., water cupply or roadway improvements} relative to the use
or burden placed on those improvements by an acre of single family dwellings
in the low-density residential category.
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As one simple example, the water service RAE factors reflect relative water
consumption. Since the Low Density residential category is selected as the
use from which all other land uses are measured, this land use category has a
RAE factor for all services equal 1.0 RAE per acre. All other RAE factors for
the category of public services being considered are scaled relative to this
"base"” RAE factor for the Low Density Residential land use category.

For this example, the RAE factors for water are calculated in the following
manner for low density and medium density residential land use categories.
- Assume.a population and unit density_as shown below.

Land Use Population Unit Density
Low Density 2.75%/unit 5/acre
Medium Density 2.25/unit 12/acre

Also, assume a per capita average water consumption of 285 gallons per day.
Therefore, the water demand per acre can be calculated as follows:

Low Density: Demand = 2.75 x 5 x 285 = 3,919 gal/day/acre

2.25 x 12 x 285

]
]

Medium Density: Jemand 7,695 gal/day/acre

By this method, the results indicate that the demand of medium density
residential land exerts a 2 times (7695/3919 = 1.96) greater demand upon water
supply and transmission facilities than does Tow density residential.
Therefore, a RAE factor of 2.0 is assigned to medium density residential for
water rememberingy, of course, that low density residential is the baseline
having a RAE factor of 1.0.

3 REOOC20-8



CHAPTER 2
METHODOLOGY AND RESULTS

SUMMARY OF FUNDING SOURLES

Capital improvement projects to support the Proposed Generai Plan and other
City improvements are to be funded through a number of sources. In the course
of identifying Proposed General Plan capital improvements, a number of
existing deficiencies were identified in each of the service areas that are
not to be funded by development impact fees. City staff has projected, where
possible, the sources of funds to finance those projects and/or portions of
projects that are not development related as summarized in Table 2-1.

During the ceurse of assembling the information included in this report and
summarized in Table 2-1, a number of capital improvement plans, old and new,
were reviewed. Information has been taken from these capital improvement
plans and has been included in the table. Because the planning horizon for
the capital improvement plans provided by the City are not synchronized with
the General Plan period, the totals for capital improvements in Table 2-1 are
nat comparable to the City plans.

Phasing of Improvements for Maximum Efficiency

The matching of required public improvement projects to revenues from the
development impact fee program was an iterative process that included close
coordination with the Growth Management Plan. Two objectives were served:

. The location and timing of new public improvements in Lodi were planned to
help assure an orderly and cost-efficient pattern of development.

o Public improvements were timed to assure that Level of Service {L0S)
targets for each service were reasonably maintained.

Insofar as practical, the growth rates that are part of the Growth Management
Plan can be accommodated throughout the City. Development can occur
simultaneously in several areas of the City, rather than be concentrated in
one area at a time. A temporary quasi-monopoly on supply of developable land
is avoided.

The following paragraphs describe some of the basic assumptions and concepts
that were used in arriving at project phasing. Additional information
concerning specific facilities 1s included at the end.

Assumptions/Concepts

The foliowing assumptions and concepts guided the process of preparing the
development forecast and staging of public improvements to meet LOS targets.
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TABLE 2-1 04/13/91
SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED MAJOR CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM COSTS AND FUNDING SOURCES
r STORM SAN STATE AND  GAS TAX DEVELOPMENT
PROGRAM GENERAL WATER SEWER DRAIN JOAQUIY  FEDERAL FUNO & MEASURE K’ 1MPACT FEE

{___ DESCRIPTION COSTS{1) FUND FURD FUND FUND  COUNTY FUND TDA  FuNos OTHER FUND {2)

t. Water Service $10.891.525 so $1.628.000 30 50 so 50 30 $0 50 $9,263,525

2. Sewel Service (3) 33013920 30 S8 $1.005500 0 $0 s$o $0 $639.500 (4) $1,368.920

3. Sorm Drainage $16.824 000 $930,000 so so $121.000 s0 E] 30 30 so $15,773.000

4. Strevts and Soads $46.194 350 314893513 $0 $0  $176000  $831,000  $13.552.500 $1,450,750 30 315,290,687

5. Police $2.576.000 $146,000 30 $0 30 sc 0 $0 30 32,430,000

8. Fue $2.155.000 $1.090,000 so 30 s $0 $0 so $0 $0 31,065,000

7. Parks and Recreation $30,114,000 $5,021,000 30 $0 $0 so $0 $o 36,352,000 (5) $18.740,000

8. Genera! City Facitities $13.150.219 $1,621,770 so $e s s 30 so 30 $11,568,449
[ TOTAL: $124,959,114 $23.702,283[ $1.628.000 {$1,005,500 | $121,000 ; $176.000 | $831,000 {$13,552,500 | . $1,450,750 | -~ $6,992,500 - ;. $75,499.581.
NOTES:

1. Costs do not include streets and utitities within developmant projects typically constructed by the devaioper as normal improvements.

2. *"Lovelopment Impact Fes Fund” will consist oi eight separate funds, one for 2ach categery of facitity.

3. fewer service does not include the wastewater plant expansion which is fTunced by Lhe existing wastewater connection fee.

4. L it station area of benelit lees.

5. Hutchins Street Square Fund.

6. Doilar amounts are in January 1, 1991 dollars
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« Development of new residential land will be Vlimited such that the
population will grow at 2% based on the September 1989 population. This
allows more units (acres) in the early years than in middle years due to
"catch up" after the wastewater maratorium.

e Commercial development will tend to folliow residential development, except
where one major development is currently being processed (Lodi Shopping
Center, also called Sunwest Plaza, at the SE corner of Lower Sacramento
Road and Kettleman Lane).

o Industrial development was assumed to grow uniformiy.

« The implementation of the Growth Management Plan will discourage new
developments that require extraordinary extension of utilities or other
improvements, such as trunk tines through agricultural property. This
will nelp lower the cost of development and veduce disruption of
agricultural activities.

Procedure for Staging Public Improvements

The specific steps that led to the staged Capital Improvements Program are
described in the following paragraphs.

. The annual number of units to be aliowed was converted to acres based on
an average of seven units per acre per the Draft General Plan.

« Sub-areas surrounding the City were identified based on available storm
drain basins, utility trunk lines, major streets, General Plan limits, and
natural boundaries.

o The acreages were matched with the sub-areas and broken into three phases:
one 7 year block followed by two 5 vear blocks.

o The above two steps were repeated until the acreage provided in each phase
matched the number of units in the first step.

The majority of the projects were then placed in the appropriate phase
coinciding with development of the adjacent area. This would include projects
in which the impact fee fund would be used in corjunction with frontage
improvements by a developer such as for oversized Vines and major street
crossings. As noted in the assumptions, there should be few cases in which a
utility must be extended outside the development. {Exceptions and
clarifications are noted below.)

Careful attention was paid to the timing of construction of public

improvements, compared to increases in development and demand for services.
tach improvemen!t was staged to insure that it would be completed and in place
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hefore the actual Tevel of service had declined below the City’s Level Of
Service target.

In support of the objective of avoiding degradation of service level, the City
of Lodi interds to collect development impact fees in advance of the date of
final inspection or the date a Certificate of Occupancy is issued. Delaying
residential fees to the time of occupancy would assure that completion of
public improvements would considerably lag the residential development that is
creating a significant percentage of the demand for the improvements. To
avoid this situation, the City’s fee ordinances will provide that developmant
impact fees are due at the time that a final subdivision map is filed. Public
capital improvements can then be constructed in parallel with the process of
readying parcels for development and coenstructing residences. The service
capacity provided by the public improvements can be in place at the time that
increased demand actually occurs.

It is possible that developed parcels within the existing General Plan will
undergo redevelopment or a change in the land use resulting in assessment of
additional fees. In such instances, fees would be collected upon issuance of
the building permit.

The present document constitutes a "...proposed construction schedule or
plan...” for seventeen years. The various fee ordin:aces will ensure that
"...an account has been established and funds appropriated..."” Accordiagly,
the quoted requirements of Government Code Section 66007 have been met. Lodi
can collect residential impact fees in advance of final inspection or
occupancy.

Comments on Specific Projects and Services

The following paragraphs explain the reasons for the staging of certain key
projects.

Streets and Roads

o The Highway 12 (Kettleman Lane) Project Study Report was placed early in
the program. This Report will take some time to do and the results will
affect the scope and cost of subsequent projects.

. Street capacity improvements were phascd based on examination of the
present and future volumes, capacity of existing improvements and the
capacity after the new improvement.

Parks and Recreation

» The Master Plan Study was placed early since it will take scme time to do
and the results will affect the scope and cost of subsequent projects.

7 REVQ I8



e Parks would be completed by the end of the phase in which adjacent
development occurred.

Water

» No new wells would be required in 1990/91 since nc annexations/new housinrg
would be occupied in that year.

Police, Fire and General Facilities

o Projects were phased based on discussions w'th the Police and Fire Chiefs
and other department heads.

. The west side fire housa was placed in the first phase since it is located
in the corresponding area.

Identifying Projects Curing Existing Deficiencies

The entire list of capital improvements was reviewed to identify projects
which primarily cured existing deficiencies. Prejects that were excluded from
the fee program based on this evaluation are any type of replacement, repair
or renovation of an existing facility which provides for little or no added
capacity.

In addition, large projects, or groups of projects, in Parks and Recreation,
Police and General City Facilities were avaluated on an individual basis. The
results of this level of analysis is that certain projects were split between
new development (fee program funded) and existing development (other financing
source).

Interfund Borrowing

The staging of capital improvements frequently produces cash flow deficits in
one or several of the fee funds. This is the result of large projects that,
once completed, provide capacity beyond the year of construction - and beyond
the time in which the funds are required to construct the project. One
approach o deal with cash flow deficits is through interfund borrowing.

Interfund borrowing is predicated on the creation of a "Pooled Money Fee
Account" into which the annual surplus from each fee account flows and from
which borrowing to cure cash flow deficits occurs. Each fee (i.e. Water,
Sewer, etc.) is calculated and accounted for separately. Positive fund
balances earn interest revenue and negative fund balances accrue interes* to
be paid. Under this approach the development impact fee has two parts.

1. Portion Of The Fee From Construction Of Improvements: This

part of the fee is equivalent to the average cost of the
programmed improvements per RAE.
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2. Portion Of The Fee From Finance Charge: The finance charge is
set such that the ending balance in the particular fee fund is
as close to zero as possibie. In cases where the cash flow is
retatively smooth such that no borrowing will take place, it
is entirely possible that the "Finance Charge"” will be
negative. This is the result of interest earnings over the
course of the program.

On the other hand, when funds must be borrowed a positive
finance charge, and thus higher fee, is required to pay the
interest cost involved in borrowing among funds.

The test of whether or not interfund borrowing is successful in compensating
for the cash flow deficits is the ending fund balance in the Pooled Money Fee
Account. If this figure is positive throughout the program then interfund
borrowing has served its purpose and cured the cash flow problems. If any of
these figures are negative, interfund borrowing has not fully alleviated the
cash flow deficits. Adjustments to the project staging, or borrowing from an
outside source would be necessary to fund the prngram using the interfund
borrowing approach.

The cash flow analysis indicates that almost every fee has cash fiow problens.
These issues have been resolved through inter-fee-fund borrowing such that the
program of capital improvements are funded in the year regquired.

Alternatives to this approach include borrowing from other City funds, which

would also entail repayment with interest, and "borrowing” from developments

early in the program. This would entail charging a higher fee to the initial
development projects and repaying it in later years with fees from subsequent
development. Both alternatives require additional admiristrative effort and

result in a higher fee.

Detailed Methodology

A project phasing schedule is prepared, as determined by the development
forecast and the adopted service standard, showing the timing of the
expendituras required for each improvement. A forecast of Residential Acre
Equivalents is prepared, then converted into a forecast of revenues collected
from the fee in each period. The fee and cost of capital improvements are
inflated, for purposes of analysis, at the same rate. However, it was assumed
that the inflation effects on the fee are lagged one year due to the fact that
the fee is only updated at the end of each year. Because the General Plan was
not completed in the 1990-91 fiscal year, ail capital costs were inflated to
January 1991 doilars and the fees then calculated.

The amount of the finance charge is manipulated until:

< All projects have been constructed at their then actual year
cost;

9 EEREUN Y]



o Only a nominal surplus remains in the Development Impact Fee
account at the end of the planning period.

Summary of Fees

A summary of the development impact fees is presented by major land use
category in Table 2-2. This summary presents the summation of the impact fee
imposed for each of the relevant facility categories in the development impact
fee plan. The fee for each particular category of public improvement is
presented in the applicable chapter (e.g. Streets and Roads - Chapter 6).

Each fee, except portions of the sewer impact fee is imposed citywide
throughout the entire planning period.

Fach fee will be fine-tuned annually to reflect inflation and other minor
adjustments. Annual updates of the fee should be based upon the increase in
construction costs for the year as determined by comparing the ENR 20 Cities
Average Construction Cost Index for the beginning and end of the year. The
first annual fee update (1989-90 to 1990-91) is reflected throughout the
report. Fee calculations for this report were done to the nearest $1.00 and
have been rounded to the nearest $10.00.

Changes In Land Use Entitlements

Parcels may undergo redevelopment or a change to a more intensive land use.
The development impact fees that will be due reflect the difference between
the fee appropriate to the more intense use and the fee that would have been
appropriate to the previous use. In concept, the various classes of
infrastructure had the capacity to meet the demand placed by the original land
use. The intensification of use will create additional demand. Additional
capacity must be purchased through the incremental development impact fee.

For the case when a proposed development would result in a more intense demand
upon infrastructure than planned, it may be appropriate to assess a special
fee. Purpose of such a special fee would solely be to insure that
services/benefits provided by the City are fairly paid for by the user. Of
course, by the nature of setting fees based upon a service standard, the focus
is upon the City and neighborhood averages. Therefore, demand deviation above
and below the average is assumed. OCefining the maximum permitted demand
deviation before assessing a special fee should be up to the Public Works
Director.

1 o R0 -8
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TABLE 2-2

SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE
ALL SERVICES

04/15/91

Parksand | General City |
’ Total Water Sewer Stosm Drainage | Streets & Roads Police Fire Recreation Facilities

Land Use Categories Fees |RAE(1) Fee |RAE(1) Fee |[RAE(1) Fee [RAE(1) Fee |RAE(1) Fee [RAE(1) Fee HAE(1) Fee [RAE(1) Fee
RESIDENTIAL
Low Density $38170 [ 100 $3.510f 100 $1,080 1.00  $7.380 100 15380 | 100 $1.130| 100 $510| 100 $11.810] 1.00 $6.370
Medium Density $58.090 | 200 $8.010f 200 $2,160 100 $7.380 196 $10550( 177 $2010{ 196 $1000} 1.43 $16880] 1.43 39,100
High Density $101,770 | 350 $i5770| 350 $3.790 1.00  $7.380 305 $16.420 | 472 $5350| 432 $2210| 280 $33040| 280 $17,810
East Side Pesidential 340100 100 $4510] 1.00 $1,080 1.00  $7.380 100 $5380( 109 $1.230] 110 $560 ] 110 S12970) 110  $6.990
PLANNED RESIDENTIAL
|Low Density $38.170 | 100 $4510] 100 $1,080 100 $7.380 100 $5380} 100 $1.130| 100 $510| 100 $11.810] 1.00 $8370
Medium Densify $58,100 | 200 $9.010]| 200 $2.170 1.00 $7.380 196 $10550 177 s201w0l 196 $1000( 1.43 5168800 143  $9.100
High Density $101,770| 350 $15770| 350 $3790 100 $7.380 305 $16420| 472 $535 | 432 $2210| 280 $33,040| 2.80 $17,810
COMMERCIAL
Neighborhood Commerciaj $40010 ) 064 $2880| 125 $1.350 135 $9.820 190 $10230] 428 $4860| 277 $1,420) 032 $3750| 0489 $5700
Generat Comenerciat $430001 ©64 $2880) 125 $1.350 133 $9.820 382 $20570| 2659 $2940! 193 $990| 032 $3750; 089 $5700
Downtown Commercial 340010 | o084 s2880! 125 $1,350 1.33  $9.820 1.90 $16230 | 428 $4860| 277 $1420| 032 $3750| 089 $5700
Offica Commacial $53330( 064 $2880] 125 $1,360 133 $9.820 327 317810} 372 $4220| 246 $1260| 054 $5430] 153 $9,780
INDUSTRIAL
Light Industrial $32,520 | 092 $4.150} 033  $360 133 $9.820 200 $10770, 530 $340) 064 3330| 023 $2680) 054 34070
Hoavy Industrial $31.470 | 092 541507 033 $360 133 $9.820 127 $6840| 0.19 32107 061  $310) 033 $3890] 093 $5850
Industrial Reserve $32.520 | 092 34.150| 0.33 3360 133 $3.820 200 $10770 €3¢ $340| 064 $330| 023 §2680| 064 $4070

Souice: Noite 8 Associales and Angus McDonaid & Associates

NCTES:

{1) Residential Acre Equivalents
{2} Dottas amounts shown are In January 1, 1991 dollars.



An example of more intense demand for service than provided for in the fee
structure is a shopping center that is located in a neighborhood commercial
Yand use. The specific use (shopping center) is allowed in the land use
{Neighborhood Commercial). In the case of the Streets and Roads Fee, a net
trip rate of 10.5 peak hour trips is assumed for Neighborhood Commercial but
the City Circulation Plan assunes 30 peak hour trips for shopping center uses.
In this case, the deviation above the service standard provided by the fee is
approximately 200%. Therefore, a special fee is recommended. ~
The opposite example to an intensification of use would be a parcel that
develops at a use that is less intense than its land use entitlement. The
various fee ordinances should provide for a "exception procedure" to deal with
instances that simply were not contemplated at the time that the ordinance was
adopted. As a generalization, exceptions should be granted sparingly.
Facilities were sized based on the expected land uses and in many cases
capacity will be provided in advance of total demand because of the inability
to build certain classes of projects in stages. If exceptions are granted
easily, particularly in the later years of the planning period, sufficient
development impact fees will not be available to complete the Capital
Improvements Program.

An additional consideration is that although a parcel may be developed
initially in a less intense use, it may undergo redevelopment in future years.
The full fee would be due. If, subsequently the parcel was redeveloped, it
would receive credit for the fact that the full fee had been paid. Only if
the future use was more intense than the original land use category would a
higher fee be due.

The amount and timing of redevelopment and reuse cannot be predicted with any
accuracy. Accordingly, the development forecast on which the fees were based
includes only new development. If proposals for significant amounts of
redevelopment or reuse are forthcoming in future years, the effect of this can
be considered during the annual update of the fee ordinances.

Successfully implementing a 17 year, $124,000,000 Capital Improvements Program
is a major undertaking. It will require a very serious 2ffort at program
management and monitoring of actual performance as compared to plan.

The Capital Improvements Program contains specific line items to provide the
cost of staff or consultant services to act as Program Manager for the Capital
Improvements Program. A budget is also provided for a major General Plan
Update/Capital Improvements Program and Development Impact Fee Update every
fifth year.

A
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The program management function should include a responsibility to monitor
actual performance compared to plan. This monitoring function can be combined
with any environmental impact monitoring program that is recommended either in
Environmental Impact Report (EIR} on each update of the City’s update of the
General Plan or in the EIR’s for major projects.



CHAPTER 3

WATER SERVICE

OVERVIEW

Water service"to Lod% résidents is provided by the City. Major components of

the water system include wells, distribution piping and a single elevated
storage tank. The following sections will describe the City’s existing suppiy
and distribution facilities, current planning for expansion of the system,
nolicy relating to cost sharing for major facilities, and existing water
service deficiencies.

Supply

Water for the City of Lodi is pumped directly from wells located within the
City limits. At present, wells discharge directly into the distribution
system. Of the 25 wells needed to serve the existing City, 20 are currently
producing. Three wells are not producing due to contamination. Funds have
been appropriated to construct two new wells and to construct two replacement
wells. Also, funds have been appropriated to design treatment facilities for
the removal of DBCP.

Water quality in the aquifers tapped by City wells is generally good.

Recently adopted Department of Health Service (DHS) standards for
dibromochloropropane (DBCP) will impact the City because the DBCP
concentration at 11 well sites exceeds the new State standard. Presently, the
City is preparing to conduct pilot studies of granular activated carbon
filtration units to remove the DBCP from the water. With respect to DBCP, the
better wells are located in the northeast sector of the General Plan area.

Groundwater levels within the basin have steadily dropped over the last years.
Concerns for salt water intrusion is a regional concern but may not be a
threat to Lodi due to influence of the Mokelumne River as a major contributor
to replenishment of the groundwater basin.

Well yields in Lodi are good. Individual wells produce an average of 1,600
gallons per minute. Pumping levels vary across the well field by
approximately 80 feet, with the shallowest water in the northeast area and the
deepest water in the southwest area. The City operates a Supervisory Control

and Data Acquisition (SCADA) system to assist in operating the well field,
maintaining pressures in the system, and recording operating data.

Distribution System

Existing distribution piping within the City ranges in size from 2 to 14 inch.
By current standards, any distribution piping smaller than 6 inches is
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substandard. Smaller pipe was primarily used in the older portions of town
and it has, in many cases, been constructed in backyards and alleys.

Backbone of the City distributicn system consists of a network of 10 and 14
inch pipe laid on an intersecting grid. Grid intersections are typicaily
separated by a distance of 1/4 to 1/2 mile.

Pressures within the distribution system are maintained using an elevated tank
and with assistance from the SCADA system. Water elevations in the tank are
consistently 165 to 180 feet, resulting in a 49 to 55 pournd per square inch
pressure at the tank.

Water Master Plan

Current planning for the expansion of water supply and distributien facilities
to serve the City through the pericd of the General Plan is embodied in the
"Water Master Plan" prepared in 1990. Based upon the General Plan projected
poputation and average water demands of 285 gallons per capita per day, total
average day water demand at 2007 will be 22.1 million gallons per day.
Existing (1987) average day demand is 12.58 million gallons per day.

A number of planning and design recommendations were presented in the Water
Master Plan. Those recommendations that affected the information presented in
this report are summarized below.

1. Design for future wells should conform to that for recently
constructed wells: 21, 22, and 23.

2. Well and distribution system should be capable of meeting maximum day
demands with 20% of the wells out of service.

3. For each 2,000 equivalent persons added to the system, a rew well
should be constructed.

4. One of every three wells should be equipped with standby power.

5. Re-evaluate the Water Master Plan at least every 5 years.
Water Reimbursement Policy
Under the City’s Water Main Extension policy, applicants are reimbursed a
portion of the construction cost oi oversize mains and major crossings.
Commonly, city’s and agencies share in the cost of constructing special items

of infrastructure, especially, since these special items are typically part of
the backbone of the system.

Fu~ oversize mains, the reimbursement policy applies to water mains larger
than 8 inches in diameter. Major crossings covered by this policy are
Woodbridge Irrigation District canals, Southern Pacific Transportation
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Company, Central California Traction Company, Highway 99, Highway 12 west of
Highway 99, Lower Sacramento Road, and Hutchins Street south of Kettleman
Lane. For major crossings, the City will reimburse one half the cost of
construction.

City water reimbursement policy is reasonable for the facilities to which it
applies. [In deveioping the fee program for water service, the existing policy
has been applied to oversizing of water mains and construction of major
crossings. For the purposes of this report, reimbursable constructien costs
are assumed to include materials, construction, administrative, engineering
and inspection. Administrative and engineering reimbursement is limited to
10% by City ordinance.

Existing Deficiencies

The Water Master Plan ijdentified a number of existing deficiencies in the
water distribution system. These deficiencies generally include replacement
of older pipe and construction of additional mains to reinforce the
distribution network in older areas of the City. Significant water quality
(DBCP) deficiencies exist at 12 of the 20 producing wells. Estimated cost to
correct the pipeline and water quality deficiencies is $8.2 million. Pipeline
reconstruction will be funded through the City water fund. DBCP facilities
for existing wells will be constructed using Voaned State funds that will be
repaid by customers through water service rates.

Specific listings of the projects earmarked to correct existing deficiencies
are not included in this report. Estimates of probable construction cost have
been developed for the existing deficiency projects identified by the City.
Total estimated cost to construct these projects is $1,628,000. Funds to
construct these projects will come primarily from the Water Fund.

PLANNED WATER FACILITIES

Water facilities to serve buildout of the General Plan were identified in the
Water Master Plan. As part of the public facilities financing effort of the
General Plan, specific project descriptions were generated for those
improvements identified by the Water Master Plan. Generally this effort
included defining the length and size of pipe and appurtenant facilities;
defining the additional equipment to be provided at the wells; and identifying
the canal, street and railroad crossing that involve cost sharing by the City.
A summary of these facilities is presented below and described i1n Table 3-1.
Project numbers listed in Table 3-1 are used to identify the project locations
on Figure 3-1.

In Table 3-1, two columns are shown, Program Cost and Impact Fee Fund.

Program Cost is defined as project costs to be funded through the City Water
Fund. Program Cost does not include costs borne by the developer. Program
Cost does include costs allocated to the Impact Fee Fund. Costs listed in the
Impact fee Fund column represent those costs for specific projects alluc .ted
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TABLE3 -1
DEVELOPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING

WATER

04/05/91

Project Description
Number

N Program ‘mpact
Cost Fee Fund 1990/

1991782

1992/93

1993/04

1994/95

199508

1996/97

1997-2002

2002-2007

WATER MAIN EXTENSIONS

MWSI001 Turner Rd. tranzmission main
consisting of 2,050 1t 10~inch
water main from easterly of the
Centraf Cafif. haction Co.
{oversized main}

MWSX030 Turner Road transmission main
(M'NSIO0 ) includes construction
of the main undes the Central Calif
Fraction Co. {cost sharing)

MWS002 tadi Avenue iransmission main
consisting of 1,200 If 10~inch
water main easterly from Clut!
Ave. to Centcal Calil, Teaction
Company (oversized main)

MWSI003 1,350 I 10-inch water main
southerly rom Lodi Avenue
{oversized main}

MWEIC04 Guild Avenue transmission
main consisting ot 6,600 if
10-inch water nrain along
future Guild Avenue between

$18.000 318,00 . 3

$20.C00 $20,000 30

33,000 $3.009 30

$11.000 $11.000 30

$3€.000 336,000 30

Pine and Kettlernan. {oversized main}

MW32005 Transmission main parallet to and
adjacenl to Cenlral Caiif. Tracticn

$51.600 $51,600 $0

Co. RR tracks. consisting ot 4pprox

6,600 il of 10—inch watwr line
between Pine and Kettteman
{oversized mamn)

PAGE1CF9

30

30

0

30

s$o

$11,000

30

30

$2.613

31,470

$36.000

$13.387

$20,000

$7,530

$51.0C0
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TABLE3 -1

DEVELOPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING
WATER

04/05/91

Project

Description

Progiam

impact
Fe» Fund

1990/91

1961/92

1992/93

1993/04

190495

1995556

1996/97

1907-2002

2002-2007

MWSioce

MWS007

= MWSI008

MWSI008

MWSI010

MWwSIort

PAGE 2 OF

Industrial Way Lrar.smision main
consisting of 904 If 10-inch
water main to the west of Clutt
Avenue. (oversized main already
constructed}

Industrial Way trancmigsion main
contisting of 1,130 11 10-inch
water main to the east ol Clult
Avenue extending MWS 1008,
{overetized main)

Beckman Road tranemission main
coasisting of 1,300 It 10-inch
water main to the north of
Ketttemann Lane. {oversized main)

Ciut! Avenue ttansmission man
consisting of 2,660 It 10-inch
water main ateng huture strest
between Kettleman and Vine
(oversized main)

Keftlarnan Lane t:ansmission main
consisting of 3 630 il 1Z-inch
water main westerty from Lowue
Sacramento Road to Mills Avenue
(oversized main)

Tuiner Road transmission main
consisting of 2.600 1f 10-isch
whler main lrom tower Sacismento

Road. (oversized maing

9

$7.000

$9.000

$10,000

$20.000

$57.000

$20.000

$7.000

$9.000

$10,000

£22.000

$57,000

$20,000

§7.000

$0

$2

so

83,714

50

310.000

10

$3.007

$o

$0

$3.065

$0

$3.130

$20.000

$17.000

$1.084

$o

$9.000

30

30

$40.000



TABLE3 -1

DEVELOPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING

WATER

04f05/83

Project
Number

Description

Progiam

Impact
Foe Fund

1090/91

199192

1992/93

1993/94

1994/95

199595

1996/87 1997~2002 2002—2007‘]

MWSI32

MWSH013

— MWSKI4
0

MWEX001

MWSX002

MWSIotS

Applewsod Diive tiansmission main
coasisting of 1,300 it 10~inch water
matn consisting of 1,300 ¥ 10-inch
watet main southerly trom Turnier Road
to the existi:g main. (oversize main)

Lower Sacramento Roud Iransmiseon
main consisting of 550 It 10~inch
watef main northerly from Yosemite
Avenus. {oversize main}

Applwwood Drive transmession main
consisting cf 13,480 it 10-inch

waier main southarly lrom existing
Applewood to Harney Lane. {oversizea
main)

Applewos i Drive transmission main
MWS'014 also inctudes construction
¢! 4 10-inch watet ine under the
WwW.t D Canal {Gast sharing)

Applawood Drive traremission miin
(MWSI014) also inciude construction
of & 10-1nch water ine aC108s

Lower Sacramento Road {cost sharing)

Evergreen Oftve vansmissin main
consishng of 3,260 t1 10-inch water
southerly and easterly lrom exteiing
Evergreen Dive o Lower Sacramenlta

rovesize main)

PAGEJOF 8

$10.000

$4.000

3105000

38,000

$9,500

$25.000

310,000

$4.000

$105.000

$9.002

$0.500

$2%,000

30

$o

£0

$4.857

$4.000

p )

$12.143

3$1.503

$3.758

$1,532

30

$0

30

$0

$3.831

$1.565

$0

$3.312

$542 ¢

$0

50

$1,355

0 $0 $0

3105,000

$0 $0 $8,000

$0 59,500 0
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TABLE3 - 1

DEVELOPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING

WATER

04/05/01

Project
Number

Description

Impact
Fee Fund

Program

Cost 1890/91

199192

1992/33

1991/94

1994/95

1995/96

1996/97  1997-2002 'zooz—zoor]

MWSX009 Evergreen Drive main (MWSI015)

MWSio1s

MY/SI017

MWSio18

Mwswoig

MYWSX003

includes construction of the mam
under Lower Sacramet 10 Road {cost
sharing)

Lodi Avenue transmission main
consisting of 2 600 I 10-inch
waler main westerly from Lower
Sacraments Road to Generat Plan
Boundary {oversize ma‘n}

Vine Street transmissicn main
consizting of 2,250 If 10-inch
waler main westerly oi Lower
Sacramento Road along a future
street alignment. {oversized main)

Ketllernan Lane 1ransmission main
consisling of 4 350 If 10-Inch
walter main westorly of Lowor
Sacramenta Road lo Sylvan Way.
{oversized main)

Lower Saciamento Road transmission
main consisting of 5.200 ¥ 10-inch
water AN northarly 1o Kettleman
tane to the W 1 0. Canal

{oversized main}

Ketileman/Lower Sactamento Road
tansMission maing {MWSIO1B and
MWSI013) also inclug ing undes
the two gxisiing 10ads. (cOBt sharing)

PAGE40OF 9

$9.500 $9.500 $0

$20.000 $20.000 30

$13.000

$18.006 30

$34.000 sa

$33.000

$41.0060 $0

341.000

313000 $13.000 30

$0

$0

$0

30

$0

$o

33.500

$0

3o

s0

321,000

so

$0 30 30

$0 $3,268 $16,734

$o 52,939

$15.¢81

$28.448

$16,734

50 $13.600 30

u



TABLE3 -1
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DEVELOPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING

WATER

04/65/91

f Project
MUmbev

Duscription

Program _Tr;pact
Cest Fee Fund

1990/91

1995/06 1096/97

1997-2062

2002-2007

MWSI020

MWSX004

MW SX00s

MWSI021

MWSi022

Mills Avenue transmiss on main
consisting of 1,400 If 10-inch

waler main northerly from Kettteman
Lane to W.1.D. Cana! {oversized main)

Mille Avenuue transinission inain
(M'#/S1020) also inctudes construcrion
of the main under the W.1.D. Canat
{cost sharing)

Mitis Avenue 1ansmission main
{MWSI1020) atso includes constriclion
of the main under Ketteman Lane
(cost sharing)

Century Bivd ransmission main
consisting of 1,300 it 10-inch
waler main westerty from Sage
Way ateng tutute Cantury Bive.
aligriment 1o join thy existing
main. {osersized main)

Cerdury 8ivd. transmission mam
consgisting of 2. 760 #1 10—inch
water main along future alignment
tiom Lower Sacramenio Road to
general plan boundary. (oversized
main)

MWSX007 Canlury Bivd. tranemission main

(MWEi021) and MV/S1022) also inchices
construction of the mam under Lowor
Sacraments Road. (cost shariig)

PAGE 50F 9

$11.000

$9.000

39,500

§5.000

$22.000

$9.500

311,000

39,000

$8.50C

35,060

$22.000

$9.500

30

5

$0

$0

30

$0

$o

$0 30

$5.000 30

30 $0

$311.000

$9,000

§3.500

$3.562

30

50

$18.408

$9.500



TABLE3 -1

.

DEVELOPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING

WATER

04/05/91

Proect | Duscription

Program
Cost

tmpact
Fee Fund

1990/81

1991/92

1992/93

1993/94

198495

1995/98

1997-2002

2002-2007 |

MW/ Si023 Futwie lransmission main consisting ) $51.000
ot 2,800 ¥ 10-inch eligned twiween
and parallel to Century and Harney,
thence southerly trom the canailo
Harnay. (Overs.ze main)

M VSI024 Harnay Lane transmission main

$33.000

consisting of 7,900 Y 10-inch

waler main westedty from Ham Lane
10 the western boundaty 0! the genrr
plan area. {oversized main)

o Wwsxoos Hurney Lane transmission (MWSX021) $9.000
includes consiruction of & 10-inch
wales line under the W.1.D. Canal

{eost sharing)

MWSX008 Harney Lane lansmission main $9 500
{MWS1024) includes construchion
ol tha main under Lower Sacramento

Road. {cost share)

MWSI025 Gontury Bivd. transmission mam $8,000
consisting of 1,080 i 10-inch water
man sasterly ko Stockion St to
Ghuckadas Lane. {oversized main}

MWSIo28 GCherokee/Marney transmission main $73.000
consbsiing of 4,700 i1 10—inch wator
main easterly lrom SP raitroad along
Hatnay, thence, Nocherly along

Chernkee Yo Cenury Bivd. {oversized

man)

PAGE 6 OF @

$51.000

$33,000

39,500

$73.000

$0

30

30

30

30

$0

$3.886

$1.203

$10.975

$1.228

$11.186

£11.224

$0

$C

$434

$3.957

310,000

$41.000

$21.000

39,000

30

50

$12,000

$0

$5.500

0
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TABLE 3 -1 04/05/91
DEVELOPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING
WATER
Project  Description o Progran Tnpact
Number Cost Fee Fund 199091 1991/62 1992/93 1933/94 1994/95 1095/96 1906/87 1967-2002 2002-2007
VIATER WELLS o
MWWI001 Instattation of Water Well “A” $723.000 $723.000 50 50 s % $0 30 $723.000 50 $0
with pumping capacily of 1,600
GPM and a Granular Activated
Carbon Filer
MV/WI002 lnstallation of Water Well "B* $723.000 $723.000 50 50 $0 $0 30 50 P s $723,000
with pumping capacity of 1.600
GPM and a Granutar Activated
Carpon Filter
MWWI003 instaliation of Water Well "C* $773.002 $773.000 $0 $0 50 $0 S0 %0 30 $0 $773.000
with pumping capacily ol 1,600
GPM. a Granular Activated Carbon
Filter, and Sandby Power
MWWI004 Instattalion of Waier Well "D $723.600 $723.000 0 $0 ® $0 $0 $0 $0 $723.000 $0
with pumping caepacity uf 1,600
GPM and a Granular Activated
Carbon Filter
MWWIOOS Instaliation of Water Wetl "E* $723.000 $723.000 5 so 30 $0 sc $o S0 $723.000 30
with pumping capacity of 1.630
GPM and & Granutar Activated
Carbon Fitter.
MWWIOD6 instaltation of Water 'Watt “F° $345,000 $345.00C $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 0 0 $345,000 s0
wilh pumping capacity of $,€00
GPM and Standby Pawat
MWWIOO07 Instaliation of Water Weil “G* 295,000 $255.000 $0 3295000 50 50 o 0 $0 s0 0

wilh pumping cepacny of 1,500
GPM.
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TABLE 3 -1 04/05/91
DEVELOPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING
WATER
Projact  Description Program Impact
Number Cost Fee Fuid 199091 1991792 1592/93 1983/84 1994/95 1995/06 1896/97 1097-2002 2002-2007
MWWIC08 instailation of Water Well *H* $345,000 $345.000 30 $0 $245.000 $o 30 30 0 30 0
with pumping capacity of 1,600
GPM and Standby Power.
MWWIO0O Instatiation of Water Wail *1* $345.000 $345,000 $0 30 30 3¢ $343,000 30 3 30 0
with pumping capacity of 1,600
GPM and Standby Power.
MWWIO10 Insteliation of Waler Weill *J° 3295.000 $295,000 $o 30 0 $295.0C0 50 $0 0 $0 $0
with pumping capacity of 1,600
GPM.
MWWI011 Installation of Water Well "K” $345.000 $345.000 $0 0 30 $0 $0 3345.000 $0 $0 $0
with pumping capacily of 1,600
GPM.
MWWI012 instalinion of Water Wali *L* §722.000 3$723.000 $0 30 0 $ $0 30 0 $723,000 50
with pumping capacity ol 1,600
GPM and & Granular Activated
Carbon Fiiter.
MWWI013 Ingtaltation of Water Well “M* $773,000 $773.000 S0 30 50 $Q 0 30 30 R 3773,000
with pumping capacity of 1,600
GPM, a Granutar Activated Carbon
Fitter, ang Standby Power
MWWIO 12 Instaliation of Water Welt "N” $295.000 $295,000 $3 30 30 s0 30 $0 0 $0 $295.000

with pumping capacity ol 1.500
CPM.
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TABLE3 -1 0440591
DEVELOPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING
WATER
[Project Description Program Impact - - i
N anber Cost Fee Fund 1990/81 1891/92 199293 1993/54 199495 1995098 1996/87 1997-2002 2002-2007
WATER CROSSINGS —
MWS0001 Water Master Plan-1890 $57.369 357,369 $57.369 $0 S0 30 30 $0 30 $0
MWSO002 Wates Mastes Plan $20.000 $20.090 0 30 $C 5 s0 30 $20,000 30
and C.|.P. Update~1997
MWS0003 Water Master Plan $20.000 $20.000 30 30 $0 30 $a 50 $0 $20,000 $C
and C.L.P. Update-2002
MWS0004 Public ‘Works Admin. 8idg. Exp. (30%) $341,500 $341,500 30 $0 $341 500 $0 $0 $0 30 30
MWSOD0S Pudlic Works Slorage Facility (509%) $235,000 3235.000 20 30 $0 $235. 000 4] 30 0
w
MWSQ008 Public Works Garage/Wash Facil (33%) $166 667 $166,667 0 $166.667 o S0 $0 $0 30
Upgm;ies 1o Existing Facihties $1,628.000 so $0 30 50 30 0 33 30 0 $0
New Developmant Shate of Existing Facilities
A Water Storage Tank (31%) $183.489 $183,489 $0 $11.468 $11.4€8 311,458 $11.468 $11,463 $11.468 $57,340 §57,341
[ I E : — 5 R G ene|
bOTAL WATER COST $10,891,525 1 $9,263,525 i $64,369 | $543,154 | 728,415 ! $562,307 } $307,251 ; $437,841 |i$764.468 | $2,782,037 $2,993.644j
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to future developed identified in the General Plan. Where the cost in the
Program Cost and Impact Fee Fund columns are the same, the entire project cost
has been zllocated to future development. The usefulness of differentiating
the costs will be evident in latter sections when Program Costs are to be
funded by other sources or include costs to correct existing deficiencies.

At the end of Table 3-1, an item is listed as "New Development Share of
Existing Facilities". This item summarizes already incurred City costs to
construct projects with capacity reserved to serve future development.
Depending on the project, a percentage of the actual construction cost has
been allocated to future development as shown in parenthesis.

In the case of water service, the new water tank falls into the category of
existing facilities serving future development. As indicated in Table 3-1, 31
percent of the actual construction cost adjusted to January 19390 dollars has
been allocated.

Supply

Through buildout of the General Plan, the City will continue to rely upon
groundwater as the sole water supply. Project average day demand at buildout
is 22.1 million gallons per day. A total of 14 new wells will be required to
supply to water to the General Plan area. Proposed locations of the new wells
marked on Figure 3-1. Five of the new wells will be equipped with standby
power generators.

Distribution System

Additional water mains will be required to distribute water to the area. With
regard to funding water main extensions, the City is responsible only for
water mains 10 inches and larger in diameter. Approximate location and Jimits
of these water mains are shown on Figure 3-1. Actual location and alignment
of the water mains may slightly change when site specific planning is
completed.

Treatment

Two types of treatment are assumed to be provided at the wells sites:
emergency chlorinatios and granular activated carbon filtration. Chlorination
of the water is not routinely required, however, permanent chlorination
facilities will be constructed at selected well sites. The cost of
chlorination facilities (approximately $7,500 per well) is small compared to

the cost of a well and is not listed separately. The totals for all wells
include sufficient contingency to cover this expense at selected wells. [t is
assumed, granular activated carbon filtration units will be constructed at §
of the 15 new wells.
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ESTIMATED COSTS AND PHASING

In Table 3-1, a summary of the water projects and estimated costs is
presented. Estimated costs are referenced to the Engineering News Record 20
Cities Construction Cost Index for January 1, 1990 of 4,673. Water main
extension costs represent only the City’s tunding responsibility per the City
Reimbursement Policy. In actual fact, the develcper will be constructing the
improvement and will receive back from the City a portion to cover the cost of
oversizing the pipelines and the City’s share (50%) of major crossings.

Phasing of the improvements is presented in Table 3-1 and is based upon the
Forecast of Units Constructed Over the General Plan Period (Appendix A)
provided by the City. In Table 3-1, the phasing is divided by year for the
first 7 years followed by two 5-year increments. Costs for projects serving
General Plan development funded on or before July 1, 1590 are shown in the
current year (13890/91). Actual costs of these projects have been adjusted to
the January 1, 1930 dollars.

Many of the projects listed in Table 3-1 are oversizing projects wherein the
City’s participation is limited to reimbursement to the developer for
oversizing costs. It is not intended that the Program Cost shown in the table
reflect the total cost of construction. Similarly, for projects such as the
Public Works building expansion, the costs have been divided between the water
and sewer impact fee funds and the costs shown are the portion allocated to
the water impact fee fund. Also, where a project partially serves the
existing community and partially the general plan expansion areas, only the
cost allocated to the general plan areas are shown.

DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE
Relationship of Water Projects to New Development

A reasonable relationship must be established between (1) a fee’s use and (2)
the type of development on which the fee is imposed. To establish such a
relationship, it must be shown that the type of develcpment that is going to
be charged the fee actually uses, is served by, or benefits from the public
facilities that are to be financed by the fee revenue.

Because of the logical growth patterns conceived in the Proposed General Plan
and because of the planning effort set down in the Water Master Plan, the City
ensures that all water facility improvements will primarily benefit the
residential, commercial, industrial and quasi-public land uses within the
General Plan area. Ffach and every water project tc be financed by the fee
program will provide the same level of service to the Proposed General Plan
area as currently provided to the existing community of Lodi. Although other
projects have been identified that will correct existing deficiencies, these
project costs will not be included in the fee program.

2
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Relationship ¢f Water Projects to Land Uses

On the basis that all land uses will benefit from the facilities to be
constructed, the burden of financing will be distributed to each land 4se in
proportion to their use c¢f, or benetit from, the improvements.

This is accomplished through the use o7 a Kesidential Acre Equivalent (RAE)
schedule. A RAE schedule indicates the relative respensibility to pay for
improvements for each land use category in relation to the single family
detached residential category. A summary of the RAE factors for water is
presented in Table 3-2. The RAE schedule shows a reasonable reiationship
between the cost of the required water projects and financing burden placed on
each land use.

Recommended Fees
A summary ot water fees for each land use benefitting from the water projects

is provided in Table 3-2. The total fee for Jow density residential use is
$4,510 per acre.

-
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TABLE 3-2

Nota: Dotiar amounis are in January 1, 1991 goitars.

Sourcas: Noita & Associates and Angus McDonaid & Assoctates.

0

11-Apr-9?
SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES
WATER
't and Use Categories Unit RAE ~ Fee
RESIDENTIAL
Low Density Acre 1.00 $4,510
Medium Density Acre 2.00 $9,010
High Density Acre 3.50 $15,770
East Side Residential Acre 1.00 $4,510
PLANNED RESIDENTIAL
Low Density Acre 1.00 34,510
Medium Density Acre 2.00 $9,010
High Density Acre 3.50 $15,770
COMMERCIAL
Neighborhood Commercial Acre 0.64 $2,880
General Commercial Acre 0.64 $2.880
Downtown Commercial Acre 0.64 $2,880
Office Commercial Acre 0.64 $2,880
INDUSTRIAL
Light industrial Acre 0.92 $4,150
Heavy industrial Acre 0.92 $4,150
Industrial Reserve Acre 0.92 $4,150



CHAPTER 4
SEWER SERVICE

OVERVIEW

The City of Lodi has provided sewerage services to its residents since the
early 1920's. Major facilities owned and operated by the City include a city-
wide collection system, sewer trunks to the treatment plant, and the White
STough Water Pollution Control Facility located approximately 6 miles
southwest of the City.

Collection System

The sanitary sewer collection system within the City includes more than 155
miles of pipeline. Sizes of the main sewers range from 4 to 48 inches in
diameter, with 6 inches being the most common. Domestic and limited
industrial wastewater flows {mainly the PCP Cannery and other industries aiong
Sacramento Street) are kept separate. The separate industrial system is not
addressed in this study.

Five sewer 1ift stations provide sewerage service to outlying areas of the
City where conditions prchibit gravity systems. These existing 1ift stations
are: Cluff Avenue Station, Mokelumne Village, Rivergate, Woodlake, and Park
West.

Treatment and Disposal

White Slough Water Poliution Control Facility is owned and operated by the
City. Currently, the plant is operating at the design capacity of 6.2 million
gallons per day (MGD). Exparsion of the plant to a capacity of 8.5 MGD is
currently under construction. Future expansion to 10.3 MGD is planned.

Facility costs and financing for wastewater treatment and disposal are nct
addressed in this report. These issues have been addressed in separate
studies and a financing mechanism, the Wastewater Connection Fee, has been
established.

Master Sewerage Plan

Planning for sewerage collection facilities to serve the expanded General Plan
area are addressed in the report by Black and Veatch, "Sanitary Sewer System,
Technical Report for the 1990 General Plan Update.” Included in the report
are results of a comprehensive hydraulic evaluation of the existing collection
system and proposed expansions of the collecticn system to serve an expanded
City.
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The Master Plan presents recommendations for gravity and pressure sewer
design, sewer 1ift station design, and collection system maintenance.
Recommendations for sizing and location of new facilities are presented that
will serve the General Plan expansion areas as discussed in the section
"Planned Sewerage Facilities". In addition, Master Plan identifies a number
of collection system deficiencies that are described in the subsection,
"Existing Deficiencies”.

Sewer Reimbursement Policy

Commonly, developers are required to construct sewer trunk lines with greater
capacity than needed in order to provide service to expanding areas of a
community. It is not very common that a City or agency is able to get
property owners to pay in advance for sewer capacity that they do not plan to
yse in the near future and, as a result, cities and agencies pay for the
oversizing of sewer trunks. Policies for reimbursing for oversizing costs
vary from community to community.

Under the City’s Sewer Trunk Extension policy, applicants are reimbursed a
portion of the estimated construction cost of oversize trunk sewers. For
cversize trunks, the reimbursement policy applies to trunk sewers larger than
10 inches in diameter. For the purposes of this report, reimbursable
construction costs are assumed to include materials, constructien,
administration, engineering and inspection. Administrative and engineering
reimbursement is limited by City ordinance to 10%.

City reimbursement policy as it relates to oversizing of sewer trunk lines is
reasonable. Historically, the oversize cost of gravity sewer lines has been
spread throughout the City. In preparing this report, the existing policy and
historic practice are assumed to continue in force during the General Plan
period.

Existing Deficiencies

A number of existing sewers within the City are operating above design
capacity as determined by the methods piesented in the Master Sewerage Plan.
Correction of the problem requires the construction of parallel sewers to
reiieve the surcharge condition. Listing of these sewers is presented in the
Master Plan. Maintenance deficiencies within the collection system were also
identified consisting primarily of sewer cleaning that had not regularly been
performed in the past.

Based upon constructien costs referenced to January 1, 1990 dollars, the
estimated cest to construct those parallel relief sewers is $1,005,500.

Estimated cost to clean the existing sewers is $165,000. Source of funding
for these deficiencies has been identified by the City to be the Sewer Fund.
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PLANNED SEWERAGE FACILITIES

Sewerage collection facilities to serve the expanded City have been identified
in the Master Sewer Plan. A summary of these facilities is presented below
and in Table 4-1. Project numbers Tisted in Table 4-1 are used to identify
the project locations as shown on Figure 4-1.

Collection System

Expansion of the existing collection system to serve new areas will require
construction of new gravity sewers and 1ift stations as described in

Table 4-1 and shown on Figure 4-1. Two new 1ift stations and expansion of an
existing 1ift station are planned; one near Kettleman Lane (Highway 12}, a
second near Harney Lane, and expansion of the existing Cluff Avenue Lift
Station. Additional gravity sewer trunks will be required to serve the
General Plan areas. Only those trunk lines that are larger than 10 inches in
diameter are considered in this report and are listed in Table 4-1.

Sewer collection facilities can be divided into two categories: gravity
facilities and pressure facilities. As previously mentioned, City policy has
historically provided for reimbursement of oversize gravity facilities and for
payment of oversizing costs from the Sewer Fund, thereby, spreading the costs
City-wide. Pressure facilities costs (i.e. 1ift stations and force mains)
have been spread over areas of benefit. For each 1ift station in the City a
specific area of benefit is defirned. In this report, it is assumed that iift
station and force main costs would be spread over individual special fee areas
corresponding to the areas of benefit. Also, it is assumed that gravity
facilities costs would be spread City-wide and oversizing costs for facilities
serving future growth would be paid from development impact fee funds.

Treatment and Disposal

Expansion of the White Slough Water Pollution Control Facility is currently
under construction. Costs of the expansion and future planned expansions are
not considered in this report. Funding for these improvements has been
arranged by the City and reimbursement will come from rates and the City
Wastewater Connection Fees collected at the time of building permit issuance.

ESTIMATED COSTS AND PHASING

In Table 4-1, a summary of the sewer projects and estimated costs is
presented. Estimated costs are referenced to the Engineering News Record 20
Cities Construction Cost Index for January 1, 1990 of 4673. Sewer trunk
extension costs reflect only the City’s funding responsibility per the City
Reimbursement Policy and do not reflect the total estimated construction cost.

Phasing of the improvements is based upon the Forecast of Units Constructed
Over the General Plan Period (Appendix A) provided by the City. In

3 3 RPU020-8



2%

TABLE 4 -1

DEVELOPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING

SEWER

——

e [ T

C4/05/91

Project
Humber

Descripiion

Program Impact
Cost Fee Fund 1990/91 1991/52 1992/93

1983/64

199495

1995/96  1996/97

19972002

2002-2007

MSSI001

MSS1002

14881003

MSSI004

MSESH005

MSSH008

MSS51607

MSSK08

Beckman Road sewer Tunk
comptising 1,100 if ot 10-inch
s&nitary sewer Lipe and manholes
fom Pine Street to Lodi Avenue.

Western boundary sewer trunk
consisting of 500 I¢, $12-inch,
500 i 15—inch, 2,000 If of
18-inch, 2,000 it of 21~inch,
and 2,500 !f of 24-inch sewer
pipe connecting to the existing
48 inch sewer trunk 16 the
treatment plant. {oversize)

Oversize gravity sewer 10 Harney

. Lane lift station comprising 2,700

It of 12—inch and 1,000 # of 15—
inch sewer trunk.

Harney Lane §ift station and

force main comprising 3-len
horsepower pumps having a
combdined 1,000 GPM capaciy and
2,500 If of 8~inch pipe.

Xettteman Lane lilt station and
torce main with 2-five
horsepower pumpe anc 450 GPM
capacity and ehoct force main
under Kettleman Lane.

Clult Avenue Il station upgrade
and paraliel force main with 2
fiteen horsepower pumps and a
1,500 GPM capacity

1,400 ll of 18-inch paraliet
trunk ine in Loww: Sacramento Rd
from Taylot Ad. to Kettleman Lane

2.500 1t of 15-inch pazatlel
trunkline in Lower Saciamento Bd
hrom Lodi Avenue 10 Eim Street

PAGE 1 CF 2

$49.000 349,000 30 30 30

$300,000 $300.000 $0 $0 30

$48,000 $48,000 $0 30 30

52€2,500 $0 {1} $0 30 $0

$192.600 $3 (2) %0 b0 20

$185.000 30 3) 30 30 0

$42.000 $42.060 so 10 30

$49.000 $49.000 30 $0 6

30

0

$0

0

$0

30

$0

30 30

$39.000 30

$0

$48,000

50

$0

$32.000

0

$49,000

$300,000

0
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TABLE 4 -1 04:05/01
DEVELCPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING
SEWER
Project  Description ’ i " Program  tmpact T
Number Cost Fea Fund 1990/81 1991/92 1992/33 1993/04 199405  1995/06  1906/87  1897-2002 2002-2007
MSSI008  Oversize gravily sewed in Harney §15,000 $15,000 30 36 $0 $0 $0 $0 30 $15,000 $0
Lane 10 iR station. consisting of
1,400 i of 12-inch pipe weet tom
Lower Sacramento Foad. (oversize)
GCFIC08  Fublic Works Administration $341,500 $341.500 30 $O $344,500 $0 ¢ $0 $0 30 $0
Bidg. Expansion. {50%)
GCFI007  Public Works Storags Facility (50%) $235,000 $235,000 $0 $0 $0 $235,000 s $0 $0 0 $0
GCF008 Pub. Works Garage/Wash Facil. (33% 3$166.687 3$166.667 30 $166.667 $0 $0 30 30 $0 $0 $0
MSSO001 Sewer Master Plan ~ 1990 $82.753 $82.753 362,753 so 0 $0 so $0 0 $0 s¢
MSS0002 Sewer Master Plan and C.1L.P $20,000 $20,000 30 $0 0 30 30 30 $20,000 o $0
Update ~ 1997
MSSO003 Sewer Master Plan end C.1.P. $20,000 $20,000 $0 50 so 30 $0 $0 $0 $20.000 30
Update - 2002
Upgrades 1o Existing Facilities $1.005,500 30 30 30 30 0 $0 30 $0 $0 30
TOTAL SANITARY $3,013,920 {31,368,320 $82,753 | $166,667.| $341,500 l $235,000
Notes:
1. Harney Lane lift station costs will be funded by a Supplemental Fee assessed upon development within the area of bensfit. Therefore, costs
of the projects are not shown in the City-Wide impact Fee Fund column. Forecasted timing of the project construction is in the 1997-2002 period.
2. Kettlsman Lane iift station cosis will be funded by a Supplemental Fee assessed upon development within the area of benefit. Therefore, costs
of the projects are not shown in the City-Wide Impact Fee Fund column. Forecasted timing of the project construction is in the 1992-1993 period.
3. Clutf Avenuas lift station moditication costs will be funced by a Supplemental Fee assessed upon development within the area of benalil. Theretore, costs

of tha projects are not shown in the City-Wide tmpact Fee Fund column. Forecasted timing of the project construction is in the 2002-2007 period.
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Table 4-1, the phasing is divided by year for the first 7 years followed by
two 5-year increments. Costs for the projects serving the General Plan
development funded on or before July 1, 1950 are shown in the current year
{1990/91). Actual costs of these projects have been adjusted to the
January 1, 1990 dollar reference.

Some projects iisted in Table 4-1 are not included in the overall development
impact fee program. These include projects related to serving the Cluff
Avenue Lift Station Service Area, the Harney Lane Lift Station Service Area
and the Kettleman Lane Lift Station Service Area. Since 1ift stations are
unusuaily large and expensive facilities and, the service area is specific, a
separate supplemental fee is calcuiated for each area. A separate calculation
for these sub-zones is presented in the section, BURDEN ANALYSIS FOR SEWER
SUB-ZONES. -

Relationship of Sewer Projects to New Development

A reascnable relationship must be established between: (1) the fee’s use and;
(2) the type of development on which the fee is imposed. To establish such a
relationship, it must be shown that the type of development that is going to
be charged the fee actually uses, is served by, or benefits from the public
facilities that are to be financed by the fee revenue.

Sewer collection facilities are used by residential, commercial, industrial
and quasi-public Tand uses. Benefit to each land use is based upon peak
wastewater generation rates as set forth in the Sewer Master Plan. Because
each land use mentioned above benefits from the sewer projects in the capital
improvements program, each land use is also a part of the fee program.

Relationship of Sewer Projects to Land Uses

Once the relationship between the facilities to be constructed and the land
uses has been established, the burden of financing is to be distributed to
each Jand use in proportion to its use of, or benefit from, the improvements.
This is accomplished through the use of a Residential Acre Equivalent (RAE)
schedule. A RAE schedule indicates the relative responsibility to pay for
improvements for each land use category in relation to the single family
detached residential category.

According to the definition of RAE’s an acre of low density single family
residential land sue has an RAE factor of 1.0. All other land use categories
have RAE factors that relate their demand for sewerage facilities relative to
one acre of low density single family land use. Based upon wastewater flow
projections presented in the City’s Sewer Master Plan for each land use in the
General Plan, an RAE schedule has been developed. The RAE schedule shows a
reasonable relationship between the cost of required Sewer Facilities projects
and the burden placed on each land use. The RAE schedule that has been
developed for the Sewer Facilitirs is presented in Table 4-2.
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TABLE 4-2 11-Apr-51
SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES

SEWER
[and Use Categories Unit RAE Fee
RESIDENTIAL
Low Density Acre 1.00 $1,080
Medium Density Acre 2.00 $2,160
High Density Acre 3.50 $3,790
East Side Residential Acre 1.00 $1,080
PLANNED RESIDENTIAL
Low Density Acre 1.00 $1,080
Medium Density Acre 2.00 $2,170
High Density Acre 3.50 $3,790
COMMERCIAL
Neighborhood Commercial Acre 1.25 31,350
General Commercial Acre 1.25 $1,350
Downtown Commercial Acre 1.25 $1,350
Office Commercial Acre 1.25 $1,350
INDUSTRIAL
Light Industrial Acre 0.33 $360C
Heavy Industrial Acre 0.33 $360
Industrial Reserve Acre 0.33 $360
Note: Oocllar amounts are in January 1, 1931 gotlars.

Sources: Nolte & Associates and Angus McDonald & Associates,



Recommended Ffees

The Sewer Facilities Fees for each land use are sumnarized in Table 4-2. The
total fee is $1,080 per low density residential acre.

BURDEN ANALYSIS FOR SEWER SUB-ZONES

There are three sewer sub-zones which are not served by the improvements in
the fee program and cannot be funded by the sewer development impact fee.
These areas require 1ift stations and other improvements that will benefit
only a specific area of undeveloped land. The sub-zones are the Kettleman
Lift Station Area, Harney Lane Lift Station Area, and the Cluff Avenue Lift
Station Area. Each area has only one land use type within its boundaries.
Since the improvements will have to be constructed prior to any development
taking place, develupment impact fees do not provide a viable means to finance
these projects.

The total cost of 1ift station facilities equals 3639,506. In practice, this
amount would best be obtained by borrowing from another City of Lodi furd. A
special sub-area Impact Fee could then be collected in the three sewer sub-

zones sufficient to repay the borrowing plus an appropriate rate of interest.

The alternative, three sub-area financing districts (Special Assessment
Districts or Mello-Roos Community Facilities Districts) would not be economic.
The cost of processing would be excessive compared to the funds veguired.

Other alternatives include financing by the "first" development in the area
with establishment of a reimbursement program from future develapment, or the
installation of temporary facilities plus payment of the fee. FEach case
should be evaluated separately as development is proposed.

A series of analyses presenting the burden of financing the improvements in
each of these sub-zones is provided in Table 4-3. The calculations indicate
the approximate amount each acre of land in each sub-zone will need to
contribute in order to finance the needed improvements. [t should be noted
that the cost of financing has not been included.

In the case of the Harney Lane lift station service area, existing development
has been included in the sizing of the facilities. At the time of annexation,
it is expected that this area will be required to pay the supplemental fee
and, therefore, it has been included in the supplemental fee calculation.

[9%)
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TABLE 4-3

SEWER SUB-ZONE FEE CALCULATIONS

Kettleman Lift Station Sub-Zone

TJotal Planned Reside:tial Acres: = 100
Total Cost of Improvements: $192,000
Cost Per RAL: $ 1,555
Total
Total RAE Total Burden
Description Units Developed Factor RAES Per Acre
PR - Low Density Acres 87.0 1.0 87 $ 1,555
PR - Medium Density Acres 6.0 2.0 12 $ 3,109
PR - High Density Acres 7.0 3.5 24.5 $ 5,441
T1000 123.5
Harney lLane Lift Station Sub-Zone
Total Planned Residential Acres: 257
Total Cost of Improvements: $262,500
Average Cost Per RAL: S 827
Total
Total RAE Total Burden
Description Units Developed Factor RAEs Per Acre
PR - Low Density Acres 187.1 1.0 187 $ 827
PR - Medium Density Acres 12.9 2.0 26 $ 1,654
PR - High Density Acres 15.1 3.5 53 2,895
215 266
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Cluff Avenue Lift Station Sub-Zone

Total Industrial Reserve Acres: 158
Total Cost of Improvements: $185,000
Average (ost Per RAE: $ 1,171
Total
Total Burden
escription Units Daveloped Factor RAE's Per Acre
Industrial/
industrial Reserve Acres 158 0.33 52 $ 1,171
Note: Doliar amounts are in January 1, 1990 dollars

Source: Nolte and Associates and Angus McDonald and Associates, 1991.
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CHAPTER 5
STORM DRAINAGE

OVERVIEW

Storm drainage services are provided by the City of Lodi. Major features of
the storm drainage system include collection system, runoff storage/detention
facilities, and pumping plants. Terminal drainage for the City is provided by
the Mokelumne River and the Woodbridge Irrigation District (WID) canal.
Characteristics of these facilities are described below.

Collection System

Storm drainage services are provided to an area encompassing approximately
7,700 acres. For facility planning purposes, the drainage area has been
divided into planning aveas. Storm drainage facilities for these planning
areas are incorporated into a City wide storm drairage facilities plan.
Approximately 1,340 acres directly discharge to the Mokelumne River via
gravity pipelines. Approximateiy another 2,290 acres is pumped to the river.
The remaining approximately 4,070 is pumped to the WID canal from two pump
stations.

Discharges to the WID canal are cortrolled by the flow capacity of the canal
system. By agreement, the Lity i ’“imited to a combined total discharge of 20
cubic feet per second at the two existing pumping stations. Additional
discharge locations are not currently permitted by the agreement. The City
aperates a series of interconnected detention basins within this area to store
runoff prior to pumping to the canal. The City utilizes detenticon basins in
other areas also to store runoff prior to pumping to the Mokelumne River.

Existing facilities for the collection of storm runoff include surface
improvements like alleys, ditches and gutters, and underqround pipelines.
Present design standards for storm drainage collection facilities only allow
gutter and underground piping. The use of ditches and alleys for conveyance
of storm runoff is currently substandard and not allowed.

New development in the City is required to construct all storm pipeline
smaller than 30 inches in diameter. Pipelines 30 inches and larger are
considered to be part of the Master Storm Drain Plan improvements and are

currently funded by Storm Drainage Fees collected by the City.

A number of relatively minor deficiencies exist within the collection system.
For the most part, these consist of substandard surface drainage facilities
(for example, ditches and alleys), deteriorated curb and qutter, and
undersized pipelines and catch basins. Many of the system deficiencies can be
found in the older central and eastern parts of the City.
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Large scale replacement of deficient facilities, if it occurs, will be part of
major street reconstruction projects. As part of the Fast Side Residential
Study (1987}, a number of Storm Drairage deficiencies were identified.
Estimated total cost to correct the deficiencies was $854,000 in 1987 dollars
and $930,000 in 1990 dollars. Small scale projects have been performed by the
City to repair sections of curb and gutter. Replacement of the alley systems
is not expected due to high cost and grade conditions.

Detention Basins

As mentioned above, the City operates a system of interconnected detention
basins that store runoff prior to pumping to the WID canal or the Mokelumne
River. These basins also function as park-like areas when not utilized for
storage of storm runoff.

A total of eight basins exist within the City’s drainage service area. Basins
in subareas C (Pixley Park), B (Glaves Park), and E (Westgate Park) store
runoff prior to discharge to the Mokelumne River. Basins in subareas A-1
(Kofu Park), A-2 (Beckman Park), B-1 {Vinewood School), D (Salas Park), and G
(along with the future F and I basins) store runoff prior to discharge to the
WID canal from pumping stations located on Cabrillo Circle and at Beckman
Park.

Current design standards for the detention basins require storage capacity for
the 100-year 48-hour storm. Changes in hydrologic design data over the past
years may have resulted in some earlier basins being undersized. Future
updates of the Master Storm Drainage Plan will address this issue.

Master Storm Drainzge Plan

City of Lodi Engineering Division updated the Master Storm Drainage Plan in
1983. This plan forms the principal basis for future expansions of the
drainage service area to serve the General Plan area. Major collection system
improvements and detention basin improvements are identified in the plan that
have been included in this report.

Haster Storm Drainage Fee

The City has adopted a capital improvement program and fee-based financing
mechanisms for storm drainage facilities. Recently, this program was revised
to comply with AB 1600 regulations. This study updates the program and fee to

serve the General Plan Area. Also, additional fee categories have been
created from the former drainage fee to establish general conformance with the
other fee categories.

PLANNED STORM DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENTS

Storm drainage improvements to serve buildout of the General Plan were, for
the most part, identified in the Master Storm Drainage Plan. A summary of
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those facilities is presented below and summarized in Table 5-1. Project
numbers listed in Table 5-1 are used to identify the location of projects
shown on Figure 5-1.

Collection System

Drainage subareas established during planning for storm drainage improvements
within the existing City limits had already inccrporated much of the land in
the expanded General Plan area. Subareas C, D, E, F and G were already
planned for expansion of service to the west, east and south. New subarea I
will be established to provide drainage services to areas west of Lower
Sacramento Road, south of Kettleman Lane.

Major storm drainage trunk pipes are planned to serve the expanded General
Plan area. Locations of these trunk improvements are shown on Figure 5-1.

Detention Basins

Expansion of existing detention basins in subareas C, E, and G are identified
in the Master Pian. New detention basins are planned for subareas F and I.

ESTIMATED €COSTS AND PHASING

In Table 5-1, a summary of the storm drainage projects and estimated
construction costs is presented. Estimated costs are referenced to the
Engineering News Record 20 Cities Average Construction Cost Index for January
1, 1990 of 4673. In the table, reference is made to Program Cost and Impact
Fee Fund. Program Costs are defined for Storm Drainage Facilities to be the
total probable construction cost for the facilities described. In other
words, the private developer is not expected to pay any portion of the cost to
construct Master Storm Drainage Facilities. Impact Fee Fund costs represent
the portion of Program Costs allocated to serve future growth or otherwise not
funded from other sources. In the case of Storm Drainage, all Master Planned
Facilities are wholly serving future growth and no funding other than
development impact fees is expected. Therefore, the amount in the Program
Cost column generally equals the amount in the Impact Fee Fund column. The
exception is the item labeled "Deficiencies". Storm drainage trunk lines
represent the total estimated cost of construction.

Phasing of the storm drainage improvements presented in Table 5-1 and is based
upon the forecast of Units Constructed Over the General Plan Period (Appendix

A) provided by the City. Costs for projects serving General Plan development
funded on or before July 1, 1990 are shown in the current year {1990/91).
Actual costs of these project have been adjusted to the base dollar of January
1, 1990.
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TABLES -1
DEVELOPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING
STORM DRAINAGE

e JUSI ———— ——

V4/11/91

Project
Number

Program
Cost

Impact
Fea Fund 1990/91 1991792 1992/83 1993/94 1994/85 1935/98

1956/87 1997-2002  2002-2007

MSO1001

MSON03

MS0i004
MSOI05

MSDIoo7

MSOI008

MSDI009

PAGE10F3

Pixley Park drainage basin.
Expansion and davelopment of
Basin *C* according to plan
adopted in 1988 {(Dwg 88E003)

Turner Road stosm drain. 850 1t

ol 607, 80O If of 54°, and

1,150 it of 42° storm drains

in Turner Road and Guild Avenue.

Pine Street storm drain
consisting of 800 # of 30°
storm drain and manholes.

Thurman Street storm drain
consisting of 1,250 it 36
storm drain and manholes.

Basin "C” storr drain
colfection lacstitias
consisting ot 42” and 30
pipes, extending south and
east. Expands service area to
Kettlernan and Guild.

Evergreen Drive stofm drain
coliection facilities extending
setvice area narth to Turner
Road. Improvements include
pipes that witt carry runoif to
Basin "E°.

Evergreen Drive storm drain
coliection facililies extending
setvice south of E-basin
improvements include 30° and
357 pipes that wilt cany

tunolf to Basin "E”.

$693,000

$212.000

342,000

$70.000

3172.c00

$123.000

363,000

$693,000 $0 Y $177.000 $0 30 30

$233,000 30 30 30 $o $0 $0

$42.000 $0 30 $0 $0 0 30

§70.000 $0 $30,000 so $0 3G $0

$172.000 $0 50 $0 30 30 $0

$129,000 30 $0 b9 30 $43.000 $434,000

$83.000 $o $0 $0 $21,000 $21,000 $21,000

$222.000 $294,000 50

30 $o $213.000

$0 $42.000 50

$0 $40,000 $0

$0 $0 $172,000

$43,000 $0 $0
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l Project
Numbes

TProgaam
Fee Fund

TABLES - 1
DEVELOPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING
STORM DRAINAGE

impact

1900/91 199192 1992/83 1993/64 1994/95

199503

04/11/91

1996/97 1897-2002 2002-2007 l

bl

MSCic10

MSOIo1t

MSDi0t2

MSD1013

MSDI014

MSDI0 15

Waestgate Park expansion and

development. Park imprcvements

are not included

Developiment of new Basin "F~,

located north of Kettleman Lene

and wast of Lower Sacramento
Road. Service area includes
land west of Lower Sacramento
Road, north of Kettlernan, and
scuth ot the WID cenal  Park
wmprovernents ars not includent

Basin "F* stoem drain
collection facilites extanding
north of Basin "F* including
547, 48°, and 30" pines.

Storm diain coneisting of 367
and 30" pipes extencing
easlorly fioem the existing 537
trunk hine nonh of Xettleman
Lane. Exact location nol y2t
determined

Basin “F* outfalt storm drain
coasisting of 30" pipes
axtencing easterly from the
basin 10 the existing 54" trunk
hne.

Basin “G" storm dratn
cotiection faciiities

consisting consisting cf 487
and 387 pipes externding
southetly and easterly from
Basin *G”. Exactlocalion not
yet detarmineg

PAGE20F 3

$1.533.000

$3.513.000

3367 0CO

$148.00¢C

$134.500

$261.000

$1,934 000 $0 0 30 $1.343.000 $157,000

$3.516.000 $0 3@ $0 0 $0

3$367.000 33 50 $0 $0 30

$149.000 %0 5o 50 30 $0

$134.000 30 S0 30 $0 30

$261.000 0 $0 30 $0 30

$157.000

$277,000 $0 $0

$0  $2.532,000 $987.0C0

$367,000

L] $149.060 $0

50 $184,000 30

3o $261.000 $0
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TABLES -1
DEVELCPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING
STORM DRAINAGE

04/11/91

Project
Number

Program

Impact

Fee Fund 1990/21 1091/92 1992/93 1993/94 1964/95 1995498

1906/97

1997~2002

2002-2007 |

HSOK1e

MSDi 7

MSDI0is

MSDI020

MDS021

MDSI022

Basin “G” cof'sction facilities
consisting of 36° and 30° pipes
extending wesletly and
nourthorly of tha existing 36°
trunk in Orchis Way. Exact
location not yet determined.

Expansion and development of
Basin "G*. Golf course
improvements are not included

Master Ptan/Updates
Development of Basin "17
fecated south of Kettileman Lane
and west of Lower Saciamento
Roed.

Basin "1” coilection tacilitios
consisting of 30, 36, 42, and

48 inch pipes extended norh
of the basin.

Basin *1° discharge consisting
af 42 inch pipe extending nofth

and east 10 Basin "G~

Upgiades to Existing Faciilies

$€4,000

33,744,000

$50.000

$3.618.000

$225,000

3275.000

$1,051,000

$64.000 $E4.000 (1) 30 $0 $0 30 50

$3.744,000  $108.000 (1) 30 50 30 $0 0

$50.000 $10.000 (1) $0 30 %0 30 30

$3.678,000 30 30 $0 $o 30 $0

$225.000 30 se 30 30 32 $0

$275.000 30 $0 $0 30 R 30

30 30 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$396,000

$20,000

30

$3,240,000

$20,000

$3,819,000

$225,000

$275.000

[’QTAL STORM DRAINAGE COST:

$16,824,000 {§15,773,000 Lf‘.sz.ooo

NOTE:

(1) Previously Appropriated from Drainage Fees

PAGE3CF 3
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Relationship of Storm Drainage Projects to New Development

A reascnable relationship must be established between the projects and
improvements funded by the fee and the type of development upon which the fee
is imposed. Essentially, it is incumbent upon the City to show that the
development is served by and/or benefits from the public facilities to be
financed by the fee revenue.

City of Lodi Storm Drainage Master Plan presents a soundly conceived and
comprehensive plan for providing storm drainage services to all areas of the
General Plan. Only those improvement costs benefitting the areas included in
the fee program are included in the fee program.

Relationship of Storm Drainage Projects to lLand Uses

Once the relationship between the facilities to be constructed and the land
uses has been established, the burden of financing is to be distributed to
each land use in proportion to its use of, or benefit from, the improvements.
This is accomplished through the use of a Residential Acre Equivalent (RAE)
schedule. A RAE schedule indicates the relative responsibility to pay for -
improvements for each land use category in relation to the single family
detached residential category.

The concept of RAE is based upon defining a base demand that, in this case, is
selected to be an acre of low density single family detached dwa2lling units.
The base acre has an assigned RAE of 1.0 . Al]l other land use categories have
RAE factors that show their relative demand for Storm Drainage Facilities
compared to the base acre of low density single family housing.

Basad upon the cost of facilities to provide comparable levels of service to
residential and commercial/industrial areas, the City has adopted a
commercial/industrial fee that is 1.33 times the residential fee. Following a
review of the methodology employed by the City, it is concluded the
methodology is reasonable and fairly compares the demand for storm drainage
facilities by the various land uses. Therefore, the City adopted (and
defacto) RAE schedule is incorporated into this study.

Recommended Fees

The Storm Drainage Facilities Fee is shown in Table 5-2. The total fee is
$7,170 per low density residential acre.
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TABLE 5-2

15-Apr-91
SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES
STORM DRAINAGE

\Land Use Categories Unit RAE Fee
RESIDENTIAL
Low Density Acre 1.00 $7,380
Medium Density Acre 1.00 $7.,380
High Density Acre 1.00 $7,380
East Side Residential Acre 1.00 $7,380
PLANNED RESIDENTIAL
Low Density Acre 1.00 $7,380
Medium Density Acre 1.00 $7,380
High Density Acre 1.00 $7.380
COMMERCIAL
Neighborhcod Commercial Acre 1.33 $9,820
General Commercial Acre 1.33 $9,820
Downtown Commercial Acre 1.33 $9,820
Office Commercial Acre 1.33 $9,820
INDUSTRIAL
Light Industrial Acre 1.33 $9,820
Heavy Industrial Acre 1.33 $9,820
Industriatl Reserve Acre 1.33 $9,820

Nota: Dollar amounts are in January 1, 1991 dollars.

Sources: Noite & Associates and Angus McDonald & Associates.
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CHAPTER 6

STREETS AND ROADS

OVERVIER

For as long as the City of Lodi has been in existence, streets and rcads have
been the primary system used in intercity travel. With the change in City-
wide growth, there welcome a need to improve the streets and roads in the
community. The Draft General Plan will expand the City and additional traffic
will be generated within the community. As a result new streets will be
needed and existing streets will reed to be improved. The following sections
will describe these improvements, the City cbligation for funding, and the
fees calculated to reimburse the City costs.

Existing Traffic Conditions

Existing traffic counts were collected by the City of Lodi Public Works
Department in 1987 at numerous lcocations throughout the City by the City and
their traffic consultant. The data were used to establish the current Level
of Service (LOS) within the project study area. Currently, roadways and
intersections throughout the City are operating at a LOS of C or better with
the exception of Hutchins Street/Kettleman Lane intersection, which operates
at a LOS D. The City of Lodi considers C to be the standard level of service
with anything less considered to be substandard.

Circulation Plan

In December of 1989, a City-wide circulation study was prepared by the Traffic
Consultant, TJKM, that identified the impacts associated with the envisioned
General Plan. As mentioned earlier, the existing traffic counts were done by
the City’s staff. Incorporating this information along with using a computer
based travel demand model, TJKM was able to forecast future traffic conditions
throughout the project study area. Based upon these forecasts, road sections
of future streets and improvements to existing streets were identified.

A Tisting of general street, intersection, signalization, and interchange
improvements was submitted to the City along with the circulation study.
Working with City staff and the City improvement standards, cross-sections
were prepared for future streets and improvements to existing streets. These
are discussed in the following section.

Existing Deficiencies

Existing deficiencies are relatively minor and mainly consist of deteriorated
pavement, and curb and gutter and drainage facilities on some streets.
Project costs to correct existing deficiencies are not funded by deveiopment
impact fees unless the correction is incidental to providing higher capacity
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to serve future growth. For example, Lockeford Street between the Southern
Pacific Railroad and Cherokee Lane needs to be widened to four lanes and this
project is included in the fee program. Incidental to widening Lockeford
Street, curb and gutter will be reconstructed along the widened stretch.

Reconstruction, overiays and other maintenance activities are not included in
the fee program. Funding for these activities is derived from the general
fund, gas taxes, TDA, Prcpesition 111 gas tax, Measure K sales tax, and other
sources. Typically, genera! fund allocaticns are strictly used for operations
and maintenance (0 & M) activities. Funds from other sources are allocated to
0 and M, capital and reconstruction activities.

Based upon the current budget for capital maintenance and reconstruction of
$1.66 million, a forecast was prepared for the program cost for similar work
during the General Plan period. The total is shown in Table 6-1 as
Enhancements to Existing Facilities in the amount of $26.56 million. Funding
for these program costs is anticipated to come primarily from Gereral Fund,
Gas Tax and Transportation Development Act (TDA) sources in proportion to
existing funding levels of 52%, 20%, and 22%, respectively.

PLANNED CIRCULATION IMPROVEMENTS

Presently, the City policy toward funding street and road improvements applies
only to limited access expressways such as Lower Sacramento Road and South
Hutchins Street and widenings to existing streets. Based upon current State
law and common practice in other agencies regarding impact fees and
developers’ requirements, it is reccmmended that present pelicy be changed.
The following section describes the recommended policy and how it is
implemented in this fee program.

Developer Required Improvements

For all projects within the City, the developer is required to build streets
to serve the project. Relative to street improvements, the developer is
required to provide all improvements and dedicate all right-of-way for one
half width street consisting of curb, gutter, sidewalk, one travel lane and a
shoulder or parking lane. Maximum right-of-way dedication is 34 feet and is
dependent upon existing right-of-way at the improvement location.
Improvements required of the developer include 5.5 feet of curb and sidewalk,
2 feet of gutter, and 24 feet of paving that corresponds to those designated
as a major collector. Typical section for a major collector is provided in
Figure 6-1. In the case where development occurs on one side ¢f a major
collector, the developer typicaily is required to construct only one-half of
the street. In the case where development occurs along a street having a
greater designated capacity than a major collector, the development impact fee
funds or other funds will be used to construct the more extensive
improvements. Examples of these streets include: Kettleman Lane, Harney
Lane, Century Boulevard, and Lower Sacramento Road.
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TABLE 6--1

DEVELOPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING

STREETS AND ROADS

LETRRF: 3]

Project

Number  Facilities

Majox Planned

o >F'u)gram

Costs

impact
Fee Fund

1990731 1991/92 1992/33

1993/94

199495

199506

195697

1997-2002

1
i

2002»2007}

MTSI0G1

MT 8002

MTSH003

MTSIco4

MTSI065

MTSio0e

MTS1007

MTSK03

Restriping o) Kentarnan Lar
(6 - Lanes, Dindad) rom Lowse
Sacramento Rcad to Ham Lane

Restnping ol Kettleman Lane
(8 ~ Lanes, Divided) liom Ham
Lane (o Stockion Sireet.

Restrping of Kentte.nan Lane
(6 - Lanes, Div.ceg} tom
Stozkton Street 10 Cheruhoe
Lane

Design, construchon and
engnaering assaciated with
widening Ketleman Lane {Highway
12} € State Route 99 (Measure
K" Funding = §700,00C)

Widening of Kememan Lana
(4 - Lanzs, Divided) iom
Beckaan Road to Guild Avenve

Widening ol Lower Sacramento
Road (€ - Lanes, Dra"ad} kom
Turnar Road to Lodi Avenos
{Measure * K™ Fuading = $185,250;

Videning of Lowet Sacramento
Road {6 — Lanes, Divided) from
Eim Street to Taylor Hoad
(Measure “K* Funding = $158,000)

Wigonmg ol Lower Sactamen’s
Road (8 - Lanes, Divided) t om
Taylor Hoz4 ta Kefthunan L e
{Measure " Funding = 391.000)

Page t o1 8

22.000

$22.000

512,600

$5.106 000

$519,000

$463.250

$325.006

$228.000

522,000

$22,000

$12,000

$3,575,000

$518.600

$278.000

$195.000

$137.000

30 30 30

30 s0 $0

so s0 $0

$0 $0 $0

3C

50

$259.500

30

$0

$30.580

$21.450

30

$22,000

$12.000

$47.260

333.150

$0

$22.000

$200.160

$142.400

$137 000

$0

$3,575.000

$259,500

50

$0
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TABLE 6-1

Ce g

sty

DEVELOPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING

STREETS AND ROADS

04/11/91

Project Majoc Planned Program T impact
Numbes  Facilities Costs Fee Fund 1990/31 1991792 1992/83

199394

1994/95

1995/96

1996/97

1997-2002

!
2002-2007 [

MTS1009  Widening of Lower Sacrimento $215.250 3141,000 30 $0 $
Road {8 - Lanes, Divided) from
Ketlleman .ane 10 Orchis Drive
{Measure *K* Funding = $94,253)

MYSI010  Widening of Lower Sacramento $195.000 $117.000 30 0 50
Road (8 ~ Lanes, Divided) from
Otchisg Drivo to Century Bivd.
{Measure *K* Funding = $78,000)

MTSI01t  Widening of Lower Sscramento $300.250 $180,000 $0 s $0
Road {6 - Lanes, Diviced) from
Century Bivd. 1o Kristen Court
{Measure K" Funding = $12C 250}

MTSI012  Widaning of Lower Sacramento $130.000 $73.00C $0 $0 so
Aoad {8 -~ Lanes, Diviged) rom
“‘\" Kristen Court 10 Harney Lane.
{Measure “K* Funding = $52.000)

MTSI013  Widening of Harrey Lane $173 00 $173.0600 $0 30 $0
{4 - Lanes) rom Lower
Sacraments Road East 2,650 leet

MTSI0t4  Widening of Harney Lane 5173000 $173.000 by 20 $3
{4 - Lanes) from W 1O,
crossing West 2,650 feet

MTSI0I5  Widening of Haney Lane $120.000 $120.000 30 0 0
{4 -Ltanes) rom W1 O
crossing East 2,250 feet

MTSIe16  Widening of Harney Lane $120.600 $120.000 ) $0 $0
(4 - Lanes) trom Hulching
Stwreet to Stocklon Sireat

MTSI017  Widening of Rarney Lane $147.000 $147.000 $9 $C $C

{4 - Lanes) kom Stockton

Sireet o Cherokee Lane

Page 20{9

$0

S0

$0

p

$0

$0

so

$0

$0

50

§$141.000

$117.000

$o

$173.000

$173.000

$120.0¢0

$120.000

$147.009

$0

$180.000

§78.000

0
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TABLE €-1 04/11/91
DEVELOPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING
STREETS AND ROADS
Project | Major Planncd T Program impact T
Numbear Facilties e Costs Fee Fund 1990/91 199132 1992/93 1933/94 1994/95 1995096 1996/97 1997-2002 2002-2007
MI3SI018  Widening of Harney Lane $179.000 $179.000 $0 $0 $0 30 % £ $173,000
{4 ~ Lanes)} trom Lowe:
Sacramento Road lo the
General Plan Boundary.
MTSI018 Highway 12 $30,600 $9¢€,000 $0 $50.000 $o 30 30 30 30 30 $0
Project Study Repoat
MTS020  Design. construction. and $1,5C0.000 $1.500.000 30 $0 $0 so 50 30 30 $0 $1,500,000
engineering associated with
widening of Turner Foad over
Stata Route 99
M7SI021  Restnping of Lodi Avenue $13.000 $13.060 30 30 50 $0 30 0 30 $0 $13,000
{4 - Lanes} from Cherokue
East 3.000 feat
w
U MTSH022  Reconstiuction of Loc Avenue $33.000 $33.000 30 $0 se $0 $0 k2 33 $33.000 S0
{4 ~ Lanes) from Guild
Avenue West 700 feet.
MTSI023  Restriping of Turner Road 311.000 $11.000 30 30 80 30 S0 30 $0 $0 $11,000
{4 - Lanes) lrom Backman Road
East 2,500 fteet
MTS1024  Widening ol Turner Road $22.000 $22.000 30 30 32 30 s0 $C $0 30 $22,000
(4 ~ Lanes} kom Guild Avenue
West 760 feot
MTSI025  Widening ot Century Eivd $240.000 $246.000 $o 30 30 $0 30 $0 $240,000 $0 $0
{4 - Lanes) trom Lovecr
Sacram2nto Road east 4,100
tent
MISIZZE  Widening of Century Bivd. $31.000 $31 000 $0 50 50 $31.000 0 50 $¢ $0 50

Page 3 of

{4 - Lanes) kom Stockton

Street 1o Chickadee Lane.
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TABLE 6-1 04/11/91
DEVELOPMENT RELATED TAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING
STREETS AND ROADS
Gject Prograr impact. T
Numbes _ Costs B Fee Fund 1990/61 199182 1992183 _1983/84 1994/95 1995296 199687 1987-2002 2002-2007
MTSI027  Widening of Stockion Strest $81,000 $81.,000 30 $40.500 p2) $40.500 £ 0 30 30 30
{4 ~ Lanes) irom Xelteman
Lane 1o Hainey Lane.
MTS023  Widening of Guild Avenue $1€8.000 $168.000 $10,080 $10.080 $10.080 $10,080 §$10.080 $10.,080 $10.080 $48.720 $48.720
{4 ~ Lanes) from Lo
Avenue to Kettleman Lane.
MTS028  Widening of Turner Road $34,000 $84.000 30 30 30 30 50 342,000 $42,000 pod 0
{4 - Lanus) from Lower
Sacramento Road Wasl 1o tha
Genera! Pfan Boundary.
MT3K30  Widening of Lodi Avenus £84,000 383,000 30 3 30 0 50 $0 $0 0 $84,000
(4~ Lanes) kom Lower
Sacramento Road Wast (0 the
\.@n Genera: Plan Boundary.
MTSK31  Widening of Kettteman Lane $178.000 $178.000 $0 30 SO ) 30 %0 $0 $0 $172,000
(4 - Lanes} rom Lower
Sacramentc Road Wost (9 the
Genetal Plan Boundary
MT31032  Widening of Lackelord Sireet $1.267.000 $1.267.000 0 30 30 0 30 $0 $0 30 $1.267,000
{4 - Laner) rom Sacramento
Streel 10 Cherokes Lane
MTSi023  Widening of Victow Bd (Hwy 12) $342.000 $342 000 0 $o 30 $0 30 30 $0 $0 3342600
to 4 janes
MTSO00t “Aaster Plan 1987 $76.187 $76.187 $76.187 30 30 30 30 30 $0 $0 2
MTSO0002 Master Plan and $20.000 $20.,000 10 30 $0 S0 23 $0 $20.000 30
CiP Update - 1997
MTSO003 5 Year Master Plan 320,000 $20.000 30 30 b b $ $0 $0 £20,000 $0

Page 4 ots
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TABLE 6-1 04711791
DEVELOPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING
STREETS AND ROADS

Project  Major Planned T T T hogrem fmpact
Number  Facilities Costs Fee Fund

_199us2 1992/93 1933/94 1994/95 1995/06 1936/97 1997-2002 2002-2007

MTS001  instaliation of tratfic $95.000 $95.000 s0 50 30 395,000 $0 50 $ 50 $6
signal focated at the int. of
Lower Sacramento Road and
Tutnes Read.

MYS002  Installation of lratfic $95.000 $55.000 30 L2 $0 30 $0 $0 30 10 395,000
signal located al the int. of
Tucnet Road and the Stale
Route 88 Southbound Ramp,

MTSOC3  Installation of tralhc signat $95,000 $47.500 30 $47.500 $0 30 R 30 $0 30 0
located at the int of Viclcr
Road and Clult Avenue. (50%)

MTS004  Instaliation of traitic 395.00C $47.500 347 560 $0 $0 30 30 30 30 $0 $O
mgnal jocaled at the int. of
Lodi Avenue and Lower
Sacramento Road. (50%)

LS

MTS00S  !nstallation of ratfic signal 345,000 $47.500 3G $0 s $0 $0 30 30 $47,500 $0
tocated at the int. of Lod)
Avenue and hills Avenue. (50%)

MTS008 Instaltation of traffic 590 000 $45.000 50 $0 s¢ s 50 30 $0 $45.000 %0
signat focated atthe int. of
Lower Sacramento Road and Vine
Sirest. (50%)

MTS007  Instaligtion of raitic §95.000 337 500 $47 500 30 0 30 30 30 30 30 0

signat located at the int, of
Kettlaman Lane and Mills
Avenus. (SO%)

MTYS00E  installation of traffic $95.000 $95.000 30 30 3G pid 0 395000 $0 p o $0
signal located 8t the int. of

Keotilaman Lane and the State
RAoute 63 Bouthbound Aamp

Page 509
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signal located at the int, of
Tutner Road and Siackion
Sueet. (50%)
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TABLE 6-1 o411
DEVELOPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING
STREETS AND ROADS

[Project  Major Planned Progeam tmpact T

{Number  Facilities Costs Fes Fund 1990/91 1991/92 1992/93 1993/64 1994/05 1995/96 1996/97  1097-2002 2002-2007

MTSG03  Installation of tratlic $95,000 $95,000 30 p 50 50 30 $0 $95.000 30 $o
signal tocated at the int. of
Kettleman Lane and Beckman
Road

MTS010  instaltation of vaffic $95,000 $95,000 $0 50 50 50 E $95,000 50 50 so
signat Jocated at the int. of
Lower Sacramento Road and
Harney Lene.

MTS01t  instaliation: of tralfic $90.000 $90.000 30 so $0 30 0 $0 30 $90.000 $0
signal located at the int. of
Harney Lane and Mille Avenue

MTS012  Installation of trathic $70.600 $80.000 50 50 30 s0 30 0 $0 $0 $90,000
signal located st the int. of
Harney Lane and Ham Lana.

MTS013  Installation ol lralfic $90.000 $45.000 50 S0 £15.000 30 30 30 0 50 $0
signai located at the int. ot
Harney Larnie ang Stockion
Streel. (5G3%)

MTS013  Instabation of hathc 390,000 $45.000 $45.000 0 so so 30 $0 $0 sO 30
signat located at \he inf. of
EIm Straet and Lowvr Sactamento
Road (50%)

MYS01§  instaliation of rathc $90.000 $45.600 $0 s © o $45.000 s0 $0 0 0
signai located at the int. of
Locketord Strect and Stockion
Street {S0%}

A TS5018  installstion of taltic $90.000 $45.000 $0 345,000 0 $0 30 $0 % $0 30
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TABLE 6-1 0an1m
DEVELOPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING
STREETS AND ROADS
{Project Major Planned Program tmpact ) T -

Number Fag-lmes Costs Fee Fund 1868091 1991/92 1992/93 193294 1994/85 1995/96 1956/97 1997-2002 2002-2007

MTS5017  Instaliation of uathe signal $90,000 345,000 $0 30 $0 $45.000 $0 30 30 30 $0
jocated at the irt. of Pine St
and Stockton Street. {50%)

MTS018  tastaliation of raftic signal $90.0C0 $45,000 30 30 30 30 $0 $45.000 $0 $0 0
locatad at the int, of Turner
Aoad and Mills Avenue. {50%)

MTS019  Instaltation ol Iraflic signal $90.000 345,000 50 30 $0 30 50 30 £45.000 30 $0
tocated at the int. of Turner
Road and Ecgewonxs {5094}

MTS020  Instattation of tralfic $90.000 $45,000 $0 30 50 50 $0 50 $45,000 30 $o
signal focated at the int. of
Kettleman Lanw and Cantral
Avenue, {50%)

MTS021 Instaliation of trathc $90.000 $45,000 30 30 $0 0 50 $0 $45.000 $0 $0
signal lucatsad at the int. of
Eim Sueet and #ills Avenus {50%)

MTS022  :nstaliation of traffic mgnal $105,000 $52,500 30 30 $0 S0 $0 39 $a $32,500 s
focated at 1he int. of Cherokee
Lane and Vine Stroet. (500}

MTS023  Instaliation of rafhic signal 395,000 $37.500 30 30 30 30 50 $0 e $47.500 s
focated at the int. of Ham Lane
and Century Blvd. {53%)

MTS022 tnstaltation of traffic signal $105,000 $52.500 00 30 $ s$o $0 0 $0 352 500 30
located af the int, of Chefukew
Lane and Etm Siceet. (50%)

MBCO01  wrdening of WID Bax Culvert $296.000 $296.000 $0 $0 $C 30 0 30 $263.000 30 $0

Page 70l 9

along Lower Sacramento Road
approx. 1,360 teet South of
Lodt Avenue.
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TABLE 6-1
DEVELOPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING
STREETS AND ROADS

04/11/91

Project
Number

Major Planned
Facilition

Program
Costs

“Timpact

199192

1962/93

toonny 19972002 2002-2007 |

MBC002

MBC0o03

MBC004

MARX00Y

MARXD04

MARXDOS

MRRXc08

MRRX007

Page 2 o1 9

Widening of WiD 8ox Culvert
aicng Turner Road approx.

2,900 teet West of Lower
Sacramento Road. (0% S J. Co}

Widening of WID Box Culvers
along Milis Avenue approx
100 teet South of Royal

Crest Drive!

Widening ot WiD Box Culvert
along Harney Lane approx
3.300 teet Wes of Hulch:ns
Street.

Widening ol S.P. 1ailroad
clozsing on Lower Sacramenio
Road 1,400 i Nosth of Tuiner
Road. {50% 3 J.Co}

Widening and upgrade of
protection davices of the
railroad crossng at the int

of Lockelord Sreet and Guilg
Avenue.

Widening of Central Calibrnia
Traction Co. crossing on Victos
Bd. {Hwy 12) 1,350 £ Eastot
Gurd Avenua.

Widening and upgrade of
protection dewizes of the

rafiroad ceossing at the intersection
of Beckman Road and Lodi
Avenue.

Construe,2on of ratirnad
ctossing at int. of Lot
Avenue and Gudd Ave

5150000

$141.000

$216.000

3262 000

$202 L0

£222 GO0

$227.000

$215.620

$141000

$216.030

$12:,000

$222.000

$227.000

$2

o

000

s0

30

$0

$3

50

S0

0 $75.000

w0 3141000

30 3$216.000

» $103.000

H 30

0 $227.000

0 $215.000

$0

$202.000

$222.000

$o
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TABLE 6-1 oaryiren
DEVELOPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING
STREETS AND ROADS
Project  Major Planned Program impact
Numbet  Facilitics Costs Fee Fund 199(7):'?717 193192 1992/93 1993/94 199495 1995/98 1006/97 1967-2002 2002-2007
WMRRX008 Construction of caiirvad $183.000 $182.C00 $0 30 $0 30 50 0 » $159.000 33
cicssing at int. of Clult
Avenue and Thurman Slreet
MRAX0CS Widuning and upgrade of $215,000 3215.600 30 $0 30 30 so 30 30 $0 $215,000
protection dewces of Contral
Calit. Traction Co. X-ing on
Kettlernan Ln. 1,250 ft. East of
Guild Ave (50 §.J Co)
MRRXG10 Wideoning ot SP railroad cr1ossing $262.000 $202.000 50 $0 $0 so 50 $0 $0 $202,000 0
on Hammey in 1330 tr Eastof
Hutchins Steet
Upgrades to Existing Facilities $25.560,000 $0 30 30 0 % 30 30 30 s0 50
New Develcpmaent Share of Existing Faciithes
a. Huichins 3% Widening-
Tokay 1o Lexti (93%) $41,6826
. Heiching St Widening-
Rimby io Vine (589} $151.458
¢ Lockelora St. Widuning—
Pieasant 1o SPRR (B0%w) $56.223
d. Cherokee/Century Inter—
section Widening (100%) $46.573
e. Cenitury/#D Box Culvert (36%) $123.551
I Stockion S Widenmg-
Kettlernan o Vine {100%) 3483597
Q. Stechion & Widening-
Vine to Tokay (10C%) $82.235
h. Turned/Clutt Interseclion
Widening {1003} $138.835
Teral: $1.094.000 $1.084.000 30 $R8,275 $68.375 $688 375 $68,375 $£8.375 $63.375 $341875 $341,875

[

{STREETS AND ROADWAY COST

ws,ww.aso[z_sp.m.em I $226,267 I saoussl 5123,4551 $289,955 l saaz,sssl $407,285 151,020,865 Fsa,s&sﬁs&' }53,903,095 !
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FIGURE 6-1
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Signal lights, bridge crossings, and freeway interchanges are not privately
constructed facilities and are complet -1y funded by the City through
development impact fees and other funding sources such as Federal, State,
County and Measure K.

Street and Road Improvements

A listing of the street and rcad improvement projects included in the
development impact fee program is provided in Table 6-1. Llocation of these
projects is shown on Figure 6-2. For the most part, the improvement projects
consist of new construction and modification of routes.

For the purpose of identifying the portion of each major route that will be
funded by the City, the typical sections described above have been assumed.
The developer obligation, as described in the previous section, is limited to
right-of-way and improvements to construct a major collector (68 fest).

In the circulation study prepared for the City, the need for new traffic
signals was identified. Costs of these signals have been included in the
development impact fee program. At locations where minimum CalTrans signal
warrants have already been met, 50 percent of the improvement cost has been
allccated to the Impact Fee Fund.

Freeway Improvements

As recommended by TJKM, interchange improvements for Kettleman Lane/State
Route 99 and Turner Road/State Route 99 will be necessary to maintain a LOS C
or better. Proposed interchange improvements at Keltleman Lane/State Route 99
call for the realignment of Beckman Road. Currently, Beckman Road is located
about 225 feet east of the northbound ramp onto State Route 99, a distance
that is considered too ciose for two signalized intersections. Realignment of
Beckman is proposed in the environmental impact report for Kettleman
Properties located at the northeast corner of Kettleman Lane and Beckman Road.
The proposed design constitutes a realignment of both Beckman Road and the
northbound offramp, but is still subject to review by Caltrans and approval by
the California Transportation Commission. As part of the Kettleman
interchange work, a route study wiil be prepared that will address traffic and
circulation at the interchange.

Measure K identified the SR 99/12 interchange as a funded project in the
amount of $700,000. For the purposes of this study, it is assumed that 30
percent of the interchange costs will be derived from sources outside this fee
prcgram. A portion of the 30 percent will be Measure K funds and the other
could be State funds or possibly additional growth in Lodi not covered by this
study.
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ESTIMATED COSTS AND PHASING

In Table 6-1, a summary of the street projects and development impact fee
funding is presented. Estimated costs are referenced to the Engineering News
Racord 20 Cities Construction Cost Index for january 1, 1990 of 4673. Roadway
improvement costs reflect orly the City’s funding responsibility per the
proposed City Reimbursement Policy and do not reflect the total estimated
construction cost.

In preparing the estimates of construction cost, the developer obligation,
City obligation and development impact fee funding for the projects, the
following factors were considered. The City obligaticn for funding of
projects includes everything not required of the developer including special
medians, landscaping, and right-of-way.

Phasing of the improvements is based upcn the Forecast of Units Constructed
Over the General Plan Period (Appendix A) provided by the City. In Table
6-1, the phasing is divided by year for the first seven years followed by two
five-year increments. Costs for the projects serving the General Plan
development funded on or before July 1, 1990 are shown in the current year
(1990/91). Actual costs of these projects have been adjusted to the

January 1, 1990 dollar reference.

Lower Sacramento Road is also included in the list of prciects funded, in
part, by Measure K. Based upon discussion with the City, the funding of Lower
Sacramento Road improvements are divided amongst the City, develaoper and
Measure K. Obligations of the developer have been discussed. For the
purposes of this study, it is assumed that Measure K funds will only pay for
the addition of 2 lanes (one each direction) above and beyond the City’s
planned 4 lane road. Therefore, obligation of the City is limited to 2 lanes
and the lardscape center median.

Relationship of Streets and Roads Projects to New Development

A reasonable relationship must be established between the fees use and the
type of development on which the fee is imposed. In order to establish this
relationship, we must first demonstrate that the type of development upon
which the fee is to be charged will, in fact, use, be served by, or benefit
from the public facilities to be financed.

Each and every land use will benefit from the streets and road facilities
within the community. Residents use the streets to get to and from work,
shopping, and entertainment. Commerce and industry use ihe streets for
deliveries, customers, and employees. Each and every land use in the Proposed
General Plan will benefit from the facilities constructed as part of the
capital ‘mprovements program and, therefore, is appropriately part of ihe fee
program.

65 PG



LA

Relationship of Streets and Roads Projects to Land Uses

Gnce the relationship between the facilities to be constructed and the land
uses has been established, the burden of financing is to be distributed to
each land use in propertion to its use of, or benefit from, the improvements.
This is acccmplished through the use of a Residential Acre Equivalent (RAE)
schedule. A RAE schedule indicates the relative responsibility to pay for
improvements for each land use categi 'y in relation to the single family
detached residential category.

Trip generation factors developed and used in the Circulation Study form the
basis for calculating an RAE schedule for streets and road tTacilities. Based
upon recommendation of the City Transportaticn Consultant, trip generation
factors for commercial categories were reduced by 30 percent to compensate for
pass-by trips. As a result, net trip generation factors were calculated for
each land use and compared to the base RAE factor of 1.0 for single family
detached residential. The RAE schedule shows a reasonable relationship
between the cost of streets and rnads projects and the financing burden placed
on each Yand use as based upon their relative generation and demand for
streets and road facilities. RAE schedule for streets and roads is shown in
Table 6-2.

Recommended Fees

The Streets and Road Facilities Fee is shown in Table 6-2. The total fee is
$5,380 per low density residential acre.

Regional Facilities

The fee program presented in this report does not include funding for
improvements to roads outside the City of Lodi General Plan boundaries. The %
cent sales tax override for transportation (Measure K) recently approved by
San Joaquin County voters, includes a provision for Regional Traffic
Mitigaticn fees to be adopted by January 1, 1993. This fee program will need
to be modified in coordination with San Joaguin County and the Council of
Governments (the local transportation authority) to include a regional
element.
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TABLE 6-2

11-Apr-gt

SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES
STREETS AND ROADS

ILand Use Categories Unit RAE Fee |
RESIDENTIAL
Low Density Acre 1.00 $5,380
Medium Density Acre 1.96 $10,550
High Density Acre 3.05 $16,420
East Side Residential Acre 1.00 $5,380
PLANNED RESIDENTIAL
Low Density Acre 1.00 $5,380
Medium Density Acre 1.96 $10,550
High Density Acre 3.05 $16,420
COMMERCIAL
Neighborhcod Commercial Acre 1.90 $10,230
General Commercial Acre 3.82 $20,570
Downtown Commercial Acre 1.90 $10,230
Office Commercial Acre 3.27 $17,610
INDUSTRIAL
Light Industrial Acre 2.00 $10,770
Heavy Industrial Acre 1.27 $6,840
Industrial Reserve Acre 2.00 $10,770

Note: Dollar amounts are in January 1, 1991 colars.

Sources. Nolte & Ass ciates and Angus McDcnalg & Associates.



CHAPTER 7

POLICE

OVERVIEW
Level of Service

Target for emergency response time is 3 minutes anywhere in the City.
Currently, emergency response times are under this goal. There were a total
of 65 sworn personnel and 33 non-sworn personnel autnorized in 1988/89. These
figures reveal a service standard of 0.95 sworn personnel and 0.47 non-sworn
personnel per 1,000 perscns served. Currently, the department is understaffed
relative to the standard described above by 11 sworn and 5 non-sworn
personnel.

The service level that is typically espoused for Police is so-many officers
per 1,000 residents. This service standard does not account for employees,
shoppers, tourists and other persens present in the service area during the
day who may use or require assistance from the Police Department. Developing
a standard in terms of "Persons Served" considers all persons who may use
these services so that the service standard also captures the burden these
other participants will place on the facilities. This is dane through
estimating the demand or use of the facilities by persons associated with each
land use type.

Instead of determining the use from each unit of land deveioped, as is the
procedure with RAEs, the use of each land use is converted into a use per
person. In the case of residential land uses this takes the form of use per
resident, and in the case of non-residential uses is a use per employee.
These use per "person served” figures are then normalized around the Single
Family land use to produce "Persons Served" factors which are applied to a
forecast of the total number of residents and employees from each land use to
compute the total persons served from new development.

Existing Police Facilities

The Lodi Police Department provides police protection services to all areas
within the city limits. The Police Department serves a 9.4 square mile area
with an estimated population of 50,300 in 1990. The Police Department,
Jocated at 230 W. £1m Street, has an estimated 21,571 square feet of building
space. The current employee standard based 98 total employees is 1.3
employees per 1,000 persons served. The current space standard is 22C square
feet of building space per empicyee.

a
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Existing Deficiencies

Existing deficiencies are calculated based cn what is currently provided in
the way of staff and facilities and what staff and facilities are plarned to
be provided at the end of the planning period. Further, the existing
deficiency calculation is prepared to identify the portion of the facilities,
if any, which should be serving existing development based upon a current
staffing or facility deficiency relative to the future standard for police
staffing and space.

Table 7-1 presents the calculation of the existing deficiency for the Police
Station Expansion. Based upon forecasts provided by the City for building
space and police staffing in the future, the space standard and the staffing
standard increase slightly. This produces only a very minor existing
deficiency such that 7.3% of the Police Station Expansion is not funded from
the development impact fees.

PLANNED POLICE FACILITIES

Police facilities to serve at buildout of the Proposed General Plan were
identified by City staff and the Police Department. A summary of the
facilities is presented in Table 7-2. With the exception of the Police
Station expansion and the jail expansion, the major facilities are self
explanatory.

Currently, alternatives for police and jail facilities are being considered by
the City and the Police Department. Specific locations for the facilities
have not been identified. Alternatives being considered include renovation
and expansion of the existing Police Station.

ESTIMATED COST AND PHASING

In Table 7-2, a summary of the Police facility and estimated costs to serve
the future City of Lodi is presented. Estimated costs are referenced to the
Engineering News Record 20 Cities Construction Cost Index foi January 1, 1990
of 4673. Phasing of the improvements is based upon forecasts of facility
needs by the City over the planning period.

For the purposes of fee study, the police station expansion costs are not
wholly attributable to the development provided for under the Proposed General
Plan. A portion of the building expansion (7.3%) will serve existing
development. The cost in Table 7-2 reflects the reduced estimated cost. The
jail expansion and the other facility costs listed in Table 7-2 are not
subject to the existing deficiency reducticn.
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TABLE 7-1

U

05-Apr-91
EXISTING DEFICIENCIES ANALYSIS
POLICE
Existing
Description of item Service Future Future
Population Additions Total

GENERAL GOV. PERSONS SERVED 80,207 33,571 113,778
SERVICE CAPACITY

Police Employees 98.0 43.0 141.0
Police Facilites (Sq. Ft.) 21,571 10,000 31,571
SERVICE STANDARD
Current Service Standard:

Police Employees Per 1.22

1,000 Persons Served

Building Sqg. Ft. Per Employee 220.1
Target Service Standard

Police Employees Per 1.24

1,000 Persons Served

Building Sq. Ft. Per Employee 223.9
ADDITIONAL SERVICE CAPACITY REQUIRED

Additional Employees 1.6 41.6 43.2
Additional Building Area {Sq. Ft.)

For Existing Employees 372 372

For New Employees 359 9,321 9,680

Total 731 9,321 10,052
Burden on New and Existing Development 7.3% 82.7% 100.0C%
\Cost of New Facilities $146,000  $1,854,000  $2,000,000

Note: Dollar amounts are in constant January 1, 1991 dollars.
Sources: Nolte & Associates and Angus McDonald & Associates
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TABLE7 -2 04/05i81
DEVELOPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING
POLICE

Project Program impact .

HNumber Cost Fea 1980/91 1991/92 1992/93 1993/94 1894/95 1995/96 1996/97  1897-2002 2002-2007

LPDOCt  Police Salion expansion $2.000,000 $1.854,000 $0 $Q 30 $0 ) 30 $52,600 §1,761.100 $0
to edd 10,000 square faet
of space.

tPDCO2  Jeil expansion to add $275.000 $275.000 $0 30 $0 $0 $0 $0 $27.500 $247.500 $0
10 new cells

LPFDOC3 MisceHlaneous safely $44.000 $44.C00 30 $3.000 $3.000 $3.000 $3,000 $3.000 $3,000 $13.000 $13.060
equipment for 29 officers.

LPDCO4  Animal control truck 523,000 $23.000 50 0 30 $0 30 $0 $0 L 2] $23,000
and equipment

LPDO0S 2 pickup trucke equipi.ed $36.000 $36.000 $0 30 30 $0 $0 33 $0 $36,000 $0
with radios and other
equipment.

LPDO06 Eight patiot cars $144,000 $141,000 $0 $18.000 30 $18.000 $0 $18.000 $o $36.000 $54,000
&nd equipmeont.

LPDOO7 Ten portable radios. $26,000 $26,000 $0 30 $3.000 $0 $3,000 $0 $3.000 $9.000 $8,000

LPD0O08  Five work stalions. $20,000 $20.000 s¢ $0 $4.000 $o $0 $4,000 $o $4,000 $8,000

LPDO08  Five computar lerminals. 38,000 $8.000 50 30 $1.500 $0 $1.500 %0 $o $2.500 $2.500

: ; : T R
TOTAL POLICE DEPARTMENT 32,576,000 | $2,430,000 $2{ $21.000 | 311,500 | - 321,000 | 37,500 ] £ $25.000 | "$126,400 | 52,109,

PAGE 1 OF 1



DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE

Relationship of Police Projects to New Development

The relationship between existing deficiencies, improved service standards and
capacity for new development was summarized in Table 7-1. 9nly the portion of
the poltice facilities whose demand was generated by new development was
included in the Development Impact Fee program.

Relationship of Police Projects to Land Uses

The RAE schedule for police facilities that is shown in Table 7-2 was
developed from data supplied by the Lodi Police Department. The schedule is
based on the relative number of calls for service from each land use category.
Recemmended Fees

The Police Facilities fee is shown in Table 7-3. The total fee is 31,130 per
Tow density residential acre.
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TABLE 7-3

11-Api-91
SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES
POLICE

[Land Use Categories Unit RAE Fee |
RESIDENTIAL
Low Density Acre 1.00 $1,130
Medium Density Acre 1.77 $2,010
High Density Acre 4.72 $5,350
East Side Residential Acre 1.09 $1,230
PLANNED RESIDENTIAL
Low Density Acre 1.00 $1,130
Medium Density Acre 1.77 $2,010
High Density Acre 4.72 $5,350
COMMERCIAL
Neighborhood Commercial Acre 4.28 $4,860
General Commercial Acre 2.59 $2,940
Downtown Commercial Acre 4.28 $4,860
Office Commercial Acre 3.72 $4,220
INDUSTRIAL
Light Industrial Acre 0.30 $340
Heavy Industrial Acre 0.19 $210
Industrial Reserve Acre 0.30 $340

Note: Doltar amounts are in constant January 1, 1991 doliars.

Sources: Nolte & Associates and Angus McDonald & Associates.
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CHAPTER 8

FIRE

OVERVIEW
Level of Service R : L.

The level of service that guides the requirement for and placement of a new
fire station is to provide a maximum of a three minute driving time to all
areas within the City limits and the Limit of Utilities Planning.

Existing Fire Facilities

The City of Lodi Fire Department currently serves the City from three fire
stations. Station #1 is located at 210 W. Elm Street, Station #2 is located
at 705 E. Lodi Avenue and Station #3 is located at 2141 South Ham Lane. Wnhen
these stations were constructed, they provided the desire service levels to
the City and additional service capacity to the east, south and southwest
areas. With new development occurring West of the existing City, additional
fire protection capacity is required.

Existing Deficiencies

Currently, no major deficiencies exist in the Fire Facilities relative to the
level and service standard for the City. Response times to some areas in the
northwest are below the City standard. In a strict sense, correcting the
existing deficiency in the northwest area should not be a cost allocated to
the fee program. However, in the west side area, excess fire service capacity
exists that will be used to serve future growth. Future growth should be
required to purchase from the City excess capacity in the existing facilities.
Considering that the existing deficiency is relatively minor compared to the
excess capacity, and since the City has traditionally treated fire service on
a city-wide basis, it is recommended that the fee be based solely on new
capital expenditures. This serves to simplify the fee program and eliminates
the need for zone fees and minor deficiency adjustments.

PLANNED FIRE FACILITIES

Fire Facilities to serve buildout of the Proposed General Plan were identified
in the Fire Staticn Location Master Plan and by City and staff during
preparation of this report. Major facilities projects are listed in Table 8-
1. The new Fire Station (#4) will be located on Lower Sacramento Road near
Park West Drive. Other facilities listed in Table 8-1 will equip Station #4

- and expand capabilities at the other stations.

During the preparation of the fee study, a number of fire facility capital
improvement projects were identified by the City. The nature of these
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TABLE 8 - 1 04/051
DEVELOPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING
FIRE
GENERAL CITY PROJECT FHASING
- Extimated i
Project  Description Construction impact
Number Cost Fee 1990/91 199182 1982/93 199/64 199495 199596 1906/97 1997-2002  2002-2007
LFDO01 New wesiside station conslruction §475,000 $475.000 3o 0 $0 30 $0 $45,000 $430,000 $0 $0
{#4}, turnishings and equipment
LFDOC2 New 100" ladder truck and $475.000 $475.000 30 30 s0 D 30 0 $475,000 $0 30
equipinent
LFDO03 Two sedans 320.000 $20.000 30 50 $0 $¢ 30 $0 N $10,000 $10,000
a: LFDO04 Two mini-vans. $30.000 $30.000 30 30 $0 $0 ¢ $0 $15.00¢ 0 $15,000
LFDOCE Five computers. 316,000 $16.000 $0 $0 $o 0 30 30 $3.000 $6.000 $7.000
LFDO00G Fua lighting Safety gear 312,090 $13,000 10 30 $0 S0 30 20 $13,000 $0 $0
for 23 employees
LFC007 12 seli-comained dreathing $18.000 $18.000 $0 30 30 50 30 $0 $18.000 30 $0
apparaius.
LFDO08 Station # 1. Construction/remodel 318,000 $18.000 30 0 $0 $18.000
Equipment Replacement 51,090,000 o 30 sc 30 $0 $0
| |
{(TOTAL FIRE $2,155.0 $1,065,000 i 30 30 0 l O] $0
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projects can be characterized as upgrading of existing facilities and purchase
of equipment. As a result, only those costs directly related to extending the
existing level of service to new development are included in the fee program.
These costs (such as radios, fire engines and equipment replacement) are
estimated to be $1,065,C00.

ESTIMATED COST AND PHASING

A summary of the Fire Facility projects and estimated costs and phasing is

- presented in Table 8-1. -Estimated costs are based upon the Engineering News

Record 20 Cities Constructicn Cost Index for January 1990 of i673.

DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE

Relationship of Fire Projects to New Development

As noted previously, existing deficiencies were not included in the
Development Impact Fee program. Only those projects, or portions of projects,
that serve new development were financed from Development Impact Fees.
Relationship of Fire Projects to Land Uses

The RAE schedule for fire facilities that is shown in Table 8-2 was developed
from data suppiied by the Lodi Fire Department. The RAE schedule considers
relative number of fire calls and Emergency Medial Service (EMS) calls
generated by each land use category. Calls involving automobile accidents and
fires were spread back to the land use categories based on the streets and
roads RAE factors.

Recommended Fees

The summary Fire Facilities fee is shown in Table 8-2. The total fee is $510
per low density residential acre.
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TABLE 8-2

11-Apr-91
SUMMARY CF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES
FIRE

Land Use Categories ~ Unit RAE Fee
RESIDENTIAL
Low Density Acre 1.00 $510
Medium Density Acre 1.96 $1,000
High Density Acre 4.32 $2,210
East Side Residential Acre 1.10 $560
PLANNED RESIDENTIAL
Low Density Acre 1.00 $510
Medium Density Acre 1.06 31,000
High Density Acre 4.32 $2,210
COMMERCIAL
Neightorhood Commercial Acre 2.77 $1,420
General Commercial Acre 1.93 $390
Downtown Commercial Acre 2.77 $1,420
Cffice Commercial Acre 2.46 $1,260
INDUSTRIAL
Light Industrial Acre 0.64 $330
Heavy Industrial Acre 0.61 3310
Industrial Reserve Acre 0.64 $330

Note: Dollar amounts are in January 1, 1591 dollars.

Sources: Noite & Asscciates and Angus McDonald & Associates.



CHAPTER 9
PARKS AND RECREATION

OVERVIEW

This chapter of the report presents the cost estimates and the proposed
phasing for each Park and Recreation improvements that are to be financed from
development impact fee revenues. Government Code §566000 specifies certain
findings are necessary for a valid development impact fee. This chapter
presents the required findings and presents the calculation of the Parks and
Recreation fee.

Level of Service

The current level service for standard parks (not including school parks or
drainage basins) is 3.4 acres per 1,000 Park and Recreation Persons Served and
the current level of service for community center building space is
approximately 770 'square feet per 1,000 Park and Recreation Persons Served.
These standards were used as the basis for calculating the percentage of new
parks and additional community center building space that could be
appropriately financed from new development.

Existing Park and Recreation Facilities

Table 9-1 provides a summary of the existing park acreage in the City of Lodi.
In the table, the most important number is the 177.8 acres of Standard Park
area. It is this acreage that is used to compute the existing standard for
park acreage. Based upon an estimated current usage of 52,680 park and
recreation persons served, the existing standard for parks and recreation
acreage is 3.4 acres per 1,000 persons served. Based upon an estimated current
building space inventory of 94,800 square feet in community center buildings,
the existing space standard is 1,800 square feet per 1,000 persons served. A
summary of existing park facilities provided by the City and is presented in
Table S9-2.

The level of Parks and Recreation services is often expressed in terms of
acres per 1,000 pepulation. This service standard must be interpreted
carefully. Employees, shoppers, tourists and other persons present during the
day may use the park and recreation facilities in addition to residents of
Lodi. The concept "Persons Served” considers all persons who may use these
facilities so that the service standard also captures the burden these other
participants will place on the facilities. A weighting factor is estimated
that accounts for various categories of persons served in accordance with the
relative frequency with which they are expected to use park and recreation
tacilities.
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TABLE 3-1

INVENTORY OF EXISTING PARK AND RECREATION ACREAGE

Description

Existing Pavk Facilities
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79

RIMaloa



Existing Deficiencies

Calculation of existing deficiencies is based upon the current standard
relative to the future standard for parks and recreation acreage and
community building space. In Table 9-3, results of the existing deficiency
analysis are presented.

The findings indicate the following. First, the added park acreage in the
Proposed Fee Program matches the acreage standard from 3.4/1,000 persons
served . As a result the added park acreage can be allocated to new
development. Second, the added.community building space will match the
existing space standard of 1,800/1,000 person served.

Existing deficiencies are not funded through the development impact fee
program. In this fee study, alternative funding sources are not
specifically identified that would cover parks and recreation existing
facilities deficiencies.

TABLE 9-2

INVENTORY OF EXISTING PARK AND RECREATION FACILITIES

PARK FACTILITY EXISTING STANDARD
Park Acreage 3.4/1,000 persons served
Community Building Area 1,800 sq ft/1,000
persons served
Restrooms 1/park over 3.0 acres
Lighted Baseball Diamonds 11 Total
Tot Jot 1/park
Lighted Tennis Courts 11 Total
Swimming Pools 4 Total

Source: Nolte and Associates and Angus McDonald & Associates
PLANNED PARK AND RECREATION FACILITIES

A summary of the Parks and Recreation Facility Projects is presented in Table
9-4. Estimated costs are referenced to the Engineering News Record 2C Cities
Construction Cost Index for January 1990 of 4673. Project descripticns played
an important role in preparing the project estimates and were develcped in
concert with City staff. Project numbers listed in Table 9-4 are used to
identify project locations in Figure 9-1. The Parks and Recreation Master
Plan is scheduled early in the program to refine details and costs of the new
parks.
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TABLE 9-3 04/11/97
EXISTING DEFICIENCIES ANALYSIS
PARKS AND RECREATION

Existing Future Future

Description of ltem Conditions Additions Total
PARK PERSONS SERVED 52,680 24,509 77,188
SERVICE CAPACITY

Park Acreage 177.8 83.0 260.8

Community Center Buildings (Sq. Ft.) 94,800 44100 138,300
SERVICE STANDARD
Current Service Standard:

Park Acres Per 1,000 Persons Served 3.4

Community Center Sq. Ft. Per 1,000 Persons Serve 1.8C0
Target Service Standard

Park Acres Per 1,000 Persons Served 3.4

Community Center Sq. Ft. Per 1,600 Persons Served 1,799
ADDITIONAL SERVICE CAPACITY REQUIRED

Additional Park Acres 0.2 82.8 83.0
Additional Community Center SqFt (4) 44,104 44,104

BURDEN ON NEW AND EXISTING DEVELOPMENT

Additional Park Acres 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Additional Community Center SqFt 0.0% 1C0.0% 100.0%

Note: Dollar amounts are in January 1, 1391 dollars.
Sourcas: Nolte & Associates and Angus McDanald & Associates.
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TABLE 9-4 04/C5/91
DEVELOPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING
PARKS AND RECREAT!ON

Praject  Descripion Progiam Impact .

Number Cost Feo 1980/ 1981/92 1992/93 1993/04 1904/95 18995/06 1996/97 1967-2002 2002-2007

MPROCGT Parke and Recreation $50,000 $50,000 30 $50.000 30 $0 $0 $0 30 ~0 30
Master Plan

MPROO2 Administration bullding $2.864.000 $1.280.000 s $0 $0 $0 30 $1.289.000 $0 30 30
expansion at coiporation yatd

MPRO03 Underground tank replacerment $37.000 30 $0 30 30

MPR004 Lodi Lake Central Park $366,000 30 $0 0 30 $0 S0 sc
improvements.

MPRO0S Lodi Laka peninsule $375.000 30 30 $o 0 30 $0 50 s0 s $0
imptovements.

MPROO8 Lodi Lake expansion 10 13 acre $1,816.000 $1.816,000 $0 $0 $0 30 s$0 3 3o $1.816,000 30
weoslsids area.

MPROO7 Lodi take sitt removal. $250.000 $0 30 30 30 30 Ly

MPROOS Lodi Lake Turnes Road $156.000 3 30 $0 $0 $0 $o $0 $0 0
Retaining Walt.

MPRO02 Lodi Lake Uity Extension $133,C00 $0 30 $0 $0 30 30 30 $C¢ 30 30
(Water).

MPRO10  Sofiball complex Cencession $79,000 30 30 30 30 $a S0

MPHA11  Softball Complex replacement ot $107,000 $0 $0 30 $0 $0 $0 S0
concession siand.

MPRO12 Solbali Cumplex shade $12.000 $0 30 $o $0 30 $0 30 $0 30 $0
structure

MPR013 Sohball Complex paving $11.0C0 30 30 $0 36 50

MPRO14 Sonball Complex upyrade $61.060 $0 $0 $o $0 30

sposts Lghting.
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TABLE 9-4 03/05/91
DEVELOPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING
PARKS AND RECREATION

Project  Dascription Program Impact

Number Cost Fue 190N} 199192 1992/93 1993/04 1994/85 IB95/96 199697 1907-2002 2002-2007

MPRO15 Siadium Electrical 8 Spors $122.000 30 ®0 30 $0 30 30 $0 30 30 $0
Lighting. :

MPRO16 Stadium Press Box $44.050 0 30 30 30

MPRCIT Stadium Parking Lot Landscape $81.000 $0 S0 30 30 $0
& Lighting

MPRO18 Stadium Returt & Drainage $136.000 30 30 $0 $0 30 30 $0 30 $0 0
imptovements

MPRO1® Sadium Additional Seating $82.000 10 50 30

MPRO20 Kofu Park Enlarge Bleacher Aiva $25.900 0 350 $0

MPRO23  Kotu Park New Playground $25.000 30 0 30 3¢ 30 30
Equipment

MPRO22 Koty Park Permanent Backstop $8.00C 56 30 0 0 s$o 30 $0

MPRO023 Kolu Park Group Picnic $7.000 $a 30 30 30 $0 30 30 $0
Facilities

MPRO24 KXol Park Entrance Improvemonts $13.00v 50 30 $0 30 80 S0 30 $0 $0

MPRO25 Asmory Paik Parking Lot $126.000 30 3 30 $0 $0 30

MPRO26 Armory ParkPress Box & Bleacher $27.000 $0 30 30 30 30 30 0 30 $0
Wall

MPRO27 Asmory Park Upgrade Electiicat $20,000 30 $0 3¢ 30 0 $o

MPRO28  Zupo Field Replacement of woud $26.000 $Q $o $0 ] 30 30 30 $o so
seals.

MPRO29 Zupo FieldUpgrade Electrnicat & 361,000 $0 0 30 50 30 30 $0 $0 sC $0

Eporte, Lighting
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TADLE 94
DEVELOPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING
PARKS AN RECREATION

P
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:::::«« Oescriptin P'c‘?;f“ _ F‘: 1ovoney 19812 ’_ﬁm“’@‘:"’*"’i‘“;'}“’” 199550 100697 1997-2002 __ X2-2007

MPROI) Halw Pack General improvemants 208,000 so 0 0 <o 50 $0 o 50 so ¥

MPRO33 Comr.aunily Buildings (City-W:de) §4.410,000 $4.410.000 30 $275.623 3275.625 3275 625 3275825 $276.828 3275625 $1.378,125 41,270,185

MPRO3S Blakely Park Upgsade Lighting $22.000 0 o s o 0 30 0 $0 30 0

MPRO3S Saias Purk Protective Shade 381,030 80 b had $o s0 0 s 30 $0 L
Sreuctutes

MPRO38 Satas ParkFence Diamond Aseas $0.000 » $0 % so o L

MPRAIT  Emerson Park Restroom $178.000 had ot s $0 s »
Aoplacement

MPRO35  Pixaly Park (G - Basin) $485.000 3465030 0 ® so s0 0 %0 0 0 $40s4M0
General timprovements

MPRO39 Wastgate Park improvemants 353,000 $353.000 $0 s0 0 0 so so $353.000 $0 0

MERO4G Atwa #1 Park (3ac) $430.000 $459.0% b s » so $0 0 s0 $459,000 »

MPT041 mrow #3 Park & Poo (3ac.) $712.000 3712.000 bt 0 so 0 50 © 30 $0 §712000

MPROAZ Aroa #4 Park $1.462.000 $1.462.000 30 s 50 s0 30 w s0 0 ez 00

MPROAI Arva #8 Park Improvements $1,377.008 $1.377.000 g so so 30 0 % 0 $688.500 P

MP13044  Atoa #5 Pata Improvements 31,148,000 $1,148,000 o ® 10 $0 s 30 0 $1,148,000 ®

MPROAS Aroa #7 Fark improvements $1.000.000 $1.860.000 %0 50 $0 S0 31,000,000 w 0 0 #

MPRO46 Eastuide Park Genaral Park $307,000 $307.600 0 » s o $0 3153500 $153,500 $0 0
improvements

MPRO43 Eaut Side Salball Complax $2.002.000 $2.€92.000 ¥ 0 50 so o 0 0 oz em

MPRCAT F-Basn improvements Park $120.000 $120,000 0 30 so so 0 0 $0 $170.699

Prge 30l ¢
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TABLE 94 04005091
DEVELOPMENT RELATED CAFITAL COSTS AND FHASING
PARKS AND RECREATION
Project Desc.izuon Program Impact
Number o Cost Fee 1990/91 189182 1992/93 1963/54 1994/95 1995/96 199697 1967-2002 2002-2007
MPRO48 1-Basin improvemenis Paik $120.000 $120.000 50 30 $o $120.000
MPROS2 G-Basin Park improvenments £350 060 $300,000 50 $150.000 $150,000
MPROZ3 Hutchine Squate Catering $35,000 30 $0 $0 $0 $0
Kitchen
MPRO54 Hulchine Square Multi~purpose $750,000 30 $0 0 $0 $0 30 5
MPROSS Hulchins Square Child Cate $588 000 30 t oo $0 30 $0 30
Center
MPROSE  {ulchins Square Connactors! $1.000.000 30 30 30 s 30 30 p= 30 30 30
Wallways
MPROS7 Hulchens Squars Auditcrium $4.000.000 $0 0 30 30 0 30 b 30 $0 ®

Remodel

TOTAL PARKS AND REC.

|
$30,114,000 | $16.740.000

I

$0 [ $325,625 I SZTS.GZSI $275,625 ! $1,935,625 !$1.718,125¥ $782,125 [ $5,639,625 l 57,787.625—I
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ESTIMATED COSTS AND PHASING

Improvement and land acquisition costs for parks and recreation facilities are
sased upon information provided by City staff and the City Capital Improvement
7lan. Land costs were assumed to be $100,000 per acre. In cases where land
~or parks expansion is already owned by the City, the proposed fee program
woes not pay or reimburse the City for land costs.

A number of the projects identified by the City are not attributable to new
development and more accurately fall into the category of maintenance and
repair. These projects are easily identified because no cost has been
allocated to the impact fee fund.

In Table 9-4, the phasing of construction costs is presented only for those
Parks projects to be funded through the fee program. Phasing of the projects
is based upon forecasts provided by the City. The Parks and Recreation Master
Plan is scheduled early in the program to refine details and cost of the
program.

Analysis of the existing and planned facilities for the corporation yard
jdentified that only-a portion of the facilities will serve future growth.
Based upon building footage, 45 percent of the planned corperation yard
jmprovements costs are allocated to future growth.

DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE
Relationship of Park and Recreation Projects to New Development

The additional park acres to be added throughout the program serve only new
development. The existing deficiency analysis presanted in Table 9-3 also
shows that the added community center space is serving only new development.

Relationship of Park and Recreation Projects to Land Uses

The RAE schedule for parks and recreation that is shown in Table 9-5
recognized explicitly that, while demand is primarily generated by the
residential population, parks and recreation facilities also serve employees.
Examples of non-residential demand include lunch time use, company picnics and
company team participation in sports leagues.

The RAE schedule was based on the relative amount of time available to
residents and to employees to make use of park and recreational facilities.

Recomnevnded Fees

The summary Parks and Recreation fee is shown in Table 9-5. The total fee is
511,810 per low density residential acre.
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TABLE 9-5

11-Apr-21
SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES
PARKS AND RECREATION

iLand Use Categories Unit RAE Fees |
RESIDENTIAL
Low Density Acre 1.C00 311,810
Medium Density Acre 1.43 316,880
High Density Acre 2.80 $33,040
East Side Residential Acre 1.10 $12,870
PLANNED RESIDENTIAL
Low Density Acre 1.00 $11,810
Medium Density Acre 1.43 $16,880
High Density Acre 2.80 $33,040
COMMERCIAL
Neighborhood Commercial Azre 0.32 $3.750
General Commercial Acre 0.32 $3,750
Downtown Commercial Acre 0.32 $3,750
Ottice Commercial Acre 0.54 $6.430
INDUSTRIAL
Light Industrial Acre 0.23 $2,680
Heavy Industrial Acre 0.33 $3.89¢
Industrial Reserve Acre 0.23 $2.6380

MNote: Dollar amounts are in January 1, 1991 coliars.
Sourcas: Noite & Assoclates and Angus McDoraid & Associales.



CHAPTER 10

GENERAL CITY FACILITIES

OVERVIEW
Level of Service

The current staffing level of service provided by the City of Lodi for general
city services (e.g. City manager, finance department) is 1.25 Full Time
Equivalents (FTEs) per 1,000 persons served. The current space standard is
229 square feet per FTE. These standards were used as the basis for
calculating the percentage of additions to City Hall that would be
appropriately charged to either new or existing development.

While there is not a stated level of service for general city facilities there
is an implied standard based on the current level of city employees and
building space per city employee. The service standard used to examine the
existing deficiencies for General City Facilities includes demands for general
city services generated by business as well as demand by residents.

A "Persons Served" standard is calculated by estimating the demand or use of
general city services by persons associated with each land use type. Instead
of determining the use by each unit of land developed, as is the procedure
with RAE factors, the use for each land use is converted into a use per
person. In the case of residential land uses this takes the form of use per
resident, and in the case of non-residential uses is a use per employee.
These use per "per person served” figures are then normalized around the
Single Family land use to produce "Persons Served” factors which are applied
to a forecast of the total number of residents and employees from each land
use to compute the total persons served from new developments.

Existing Deficiencies
Teble 10-1 presents the results of the existing deficiency analysis. In the
case of the City Hall addition, both the staffing standard and the space

standard are increased over the planning period. As a result, a portion
(27.8%) of the addition can not be funded from development impact fees.

PLANNED GENERAL CITY FACILITIES

In Table 108-2, a listing of General City Facilities Projects is provided.
Included in the listing are those capitai improvements and expenditures
identified by City Department heads in their budget forecasts for 2006/7.

ESTIMATED COST AND PHASING
A summary of the phasing of projects funded by the fee program is provided in

Table 10-2. Phasing of the projects is based upon the forecast of units
constructed over the General Plan period.
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TABLE 10-1 04/05/91
EXISTING DEFICIENCIES ANALYSIS
CiTY HALL FACILITIES
Change £nd
Current 1989/90- State
Personnel Units 1989/30 2007/08 2007/08
Administration Persons 13 8 21
Finance{w/o Purchasing) Persons 28 14 42
Purchasing (FT) Persons S 3 8
Purchasing (PT) Persons 1 -1 0
Data Processing Persons 5 13 18
Building (CDD} Persons 6 5 11
Planning (CDD) Persons 5 4 S
Public Works Persons 19 9 25
[Totals: 82 55 137 |
FTE Change End
‘ Conversion Current 1989/9C State
{Personnel Units (1} Factor 1989/90 2007/08 2007/08
Admunistraticn FTE 100% 13.0 8.0 21.0
Finance(w/o Purchasing) FTE 100% 28.0 14.0 42.0
Purchasing (FT) FTE 100% 5.0 3.0 8.0
Purchasing (PT) FTE 50% 0.5 -0.5 0.0
Data Processing FTE 100% 5.0 13.0 18.0
Building (CDD) FTE - 100% 6.0 5.0 11.0
Planning (CDD) FTE 100% 5.0 4.0 9.0
Public Works FTE 100% 19.0 9.0 28.0
Total Units 81.5 55.5 137.0
Building Area Square Feet 18657.0 14448.0 33105.0
Total Persons Served €3676.0 29320.0 92996.0
Staffing Standard:
FTE's per 1,000 Person’s Served 1.28 0.19 1.47
Space Standard:
Area Per Employee (FTE) 228.92 12.72 241.64

Sourca: Noite & Astociales and Angus McDonald & Associales
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TABLE 10-1 04/05/91
(Cont.)
SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES
CITY HALL FACILITIES

i Existing Future Future
{Description of item Population Additions Total
GENERAL GOVERNMENT PERSONS SERVED 63,676 29,320 92,996
SERVICE CAPACITY

General Government Employees (Full 81.5 55.5 137.0
Time Equivalent (FTESs))

General Government Buildings {Sq. Ft.) 18,657 14,448 33,105
SERVICE STANDARD
Current Service Standard:

General Government Employees Per 1.3

1,000 Persons Served

Building Sq. Ft. Per Employee 228.9
Target Service Standard

General Government Employees Per 1.5

1,000 Persons Served

Building Sq. Ft. Per Employee 2416
ADDITIONAL SERVICE CAPACITY REQUIRED

Additicnal Employees (Full Time 12.3 43.2 55.5

Equivalent (FTE))

Additiona! Building Area (Sq. Ft.)

For Existing Empioyees 1,037 1,037
For New Employees 2,974 10,437 13,411
Total 4,011 10,437 14,448 ]
Burden on New and Existing Development 27.8% 72.2% 100.0%;
Cost of New Facilities $1,171,770 $3,043,230 $4,215,000

Source: Noits & Associates and Angus McOonald & Associates
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TABLE 16 -2 04/05/91
DEVELOPMENT RELATED CAPITAL COSTS AND PHASING
GENERAL CITY FACILITIES
Project Location Program impact B }
Numbert Costs Fee 1996/91 199192 1992/93 1983/94 1994/85 1995/96 190607 1997-2002 ?OOZ-L‘OOTJ
GCFogt City Hal! Bemodel and Addition 34,215,000 $3.043.230 30 3700.000 $700,000 30 $0 $1,643,230 0
GCFWo2 Civic Center Parking Lot Expansion $141,000 $141,000 $0 30 30 $1471,000 30 $0
13 N. Church
>
GCFloo8 Proparty acquisition $213.000 $213.000 30 30 $0 30 0 sC $0 $0 $213,000
217 €. Locketord.
GCF1008 Parking Lok Improvements, $7¢.000 $70.600 30 $0 $0 £ ] R $3 $0 S0 $70.000
NE coener of Lockotord and
Stockton.
GTFI0)Y Library Expansion $2.900.000 $2.900,062 $0 S0 30 30 ® $0 30 $2,800,000 2
GCFio11 Public Works - Trucks $750.00 $750.000 344,100 $34.100 $44.100 544,300 $44.100 $44.100 344, t00 $220,600 $220,700
GCFwo12 Public Works - Pichups and Sedans 3715000 $715,000 $32,100 $42,100 $42,100 $42.100 342,100 $42.100 $42,100 $210.300 3$210,000
GCF1013 Public Works ~ Ais Compiessors 390 000 390,000 35,300 $5,300 $5.300 $5,300 $5.300 35,300 $5,300 $26,500 $26,400
GCFi014 Public Works ~ Misc. Othce Equipment 365 500 $65 500 $2 900 33,900 $3.800 $3.900 $3.900 33,900 $3.900 $19.300 $18.900
GCFl015 Finance ~ Misc. Othce Equipment $181.700 $181.700 §1C.700 $10.700 $10.700 $12,700 $10.700 $10,700 $10,700 $53,400 $53.400
GCF1018 Finance Computer (AS 400 Upg:adaj $72.000 $72.000 $3.200 $4.200 $4.200 34.200 34200 34.200 $4,200 $21.200 $21.400
GCFI017 Fee Program Monitonng $3.010.000 $2.56C,000 50 $160.000 $160.000 $160.000 $160.000 $160,000 $160.000 $800,000 $£00,000
CODVOOY Generat Plan Update 1987 257,019 3267.018 £267,019 ) 30 30 30 $0 $0 $0 30
CODVos2 Genesal Ptan Update 1997 3250.000 $250.000 G 30 £ 3 $0 $0 3$250,000 $0 $0
CODVoO3  General Plan Update 2002 $250.000 £250.000 0 $0 30 $0 3o $0 50 §250,000 $0
E'OTAL CITY FACILITES . s131%0.20 9'f $1 15618;5",9_1,5377'3‘91 $3970.300 [ $970,300 t $270,300 i $270,300 } 3270,300 i $661,300 i $6,144.530
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DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE
Relationship of General City Projects to New Development

The relationship between existing deficiencies, changing service standards and
demand created by new development was presented in Table 10-1. This exhibit
was used to allocate responsibility for financing between Development Impact
Fees and other sources of financing.

Relationship of General City Projects tc Land Uses

The RAE schedule that has been developed for general City facilities is shown
in Table 10-3. This schedule is based on an estimate of relative population
and employment (measured in persons per household and in employees per
thousand square feet, respectively) and on the judgment that employees place a
relative burden on general City administrative facilities that is 50 percent
of that imposed by residents.

Recommended Fees

The summary General City Facilities fee is shown in Tablz 10-3. The total fee
is $6,370 per low density residential acre.
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TABLE 10-3

11-Apr-91
SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES
GENERAL CITY FACILITIES

iLand Use Categories Unit RAE Fee |
RESIDENTIAL
Low Density Acre 1.00 $6,370
Medium Density Acre 1.43 $9,100
High Density Acre 2.80 $17.,810
East Side Residential Acre 1.10 $6,990
PLANNED RESIDENTIAL
Low Density Acre 1.00 $6,370
Medium Density Acre 1.43 $9,100
High Density Acre 2.80 $17.,810
COMMERCIAL
Neighberhood Commercial Acre 0.89 $5,700
General Commercial Acre 0.86 $5,700
Downtown Commercial Acre 0.89 §5,700
Otfice Commercial Acre 1.53 $9,760
INDUSTRIAL
Light Industrial Acre 0.64 $4,070
Heavy Industrial Acre 0.93 $5,890
Industrial Reserve Acre 0.64 $4.070

Ncte: Dollar amounts are in January 1, 1891 dollars.

Sources: Nolte & Associates and Angus McDonald & Associates.
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Source: City of Looi Public Warks Department.

-t

GENERAL. PLAN ACREAGE GROWTH FORECAST
CITY OF LODI PUBLIC FACILITIES FINANCING PLAN
Existing Existing
As Of As Of 1997/98- Totat

Land Use Categories Units 1987/88  198%/390 1990/91 1931/92 2001/02 2006/07
RESIDENTIAL

Low lensity Acres 2,035 2.231 5 5 3 0 Q 0 g 1] 0 13 2,244

Medium Density Acres 159 183 1 o 0 [} 0 0 0 0 0 1 194

High Densaty Acres 162 157 4 0 0 o 0 V] 0 0 0 4 171 -

East Side Residential Acres ] 4 3 g 0 0 0 0 0 0 Q 3 7
PLANNED RESIDENTIAL

PR - Low Density Acres [ 0 a5 72 283 1042

PR - Medium Density Acres 0 a 0 S 3 19 67

PR - High Deasity Acres 0 0 8 & 2 23 83
Total Residential L4056 2,535 123 a7 342 3.852
COMMERCIAL

Ne1ghborkood Acres 149 155 13 13 3 3 3 3 3 21 21 83 238

General Acres 189 196 0 0 0 0 4] 0 1 0 ¢ 1 197

Downtown Acres 15 2 [ a [ a 1] 0 0 1] g b] 22

Of fice Acres 85 86 o 0 1 1 1 1 1 2 4 ki 85
Total Cammercial 422 459 13 1 23 552
INDUSTRIAL

Light Indvstrial Acres 221 263 ] 5 3 k| 4 26 348

Heavy Industrial Acres 333 432 3 4 Z 3 3 o2 558

Industrial Reserve Acres ] 0 21 26 13 1 128 426
Total lIngustrial 554 785 29 35 2z 174 1,333



MEMORANDUM, City of Lodi, Public Works Department

T0: City Council

City Manager
FROM: Public Works Director
DATE: June 20, 1991

SUBJECT: Development Impact Fees - Public Hearing Questions and Responses

Following are responses to questions raised at the May 28 Development
Impact Fee public hearing. The questions are paraphrased from the tape of
the meeting. Some additional discussion is provided at the end of the
memo .

1. What is the "Value" of existing Parks and Recreation Department in
$/Acre for the existing City compared to the new fees? (Terry Piazza)-

Since the "existing standard" as defined is the same &s that used for
calculating the fee, the "value" would be the same if replacement
value of existing facilities was used. The estimate for future park
facilities took into account the existing inventory shown in Table
9-2 on Page 80 of the study. Thus, the new park facilities are
comparable to existing facilities. Explicitly answering the question
would require a more detailed inventory and additional estimates;
both requiring significant staff time and consultant expense.

2. Sewer RAE schedule appears inconsistent with Design Standards and
Water RAE (Steve Pechin) -

The Design Standards, while based on the varjous Master Plans, were
written to cover the design of facilities wi.thin a development
proscat. The impact fee study relied on city-wide flow data taken
directly from the engineering consultants who worked on the Genreral
Plan. The unit flow factors are not necessarily the same and are
more conservative in the Design Standards; thus, comparing the RAE
schedule to the Design Standards will not provide consistent
results.

However, in reviewing this issue, the consultant found discrepancies

in both the Water and Sewer RAE schedules, The schedules have been
recalculated as follows:

MCC9101/TXTW.02M



City Council
June 20, 1991

Page 2
Category Water RAE Sewer RAE
Residential
Low Density 1.00 1.G0
Medium Density 1.96* 1.96*
High Density 3.49* 3.49*
East Side 1.00 1.00
PR-LD 1.00 1.00
PR-MD 1.96* 1.96*
PR-HD 3.49% 3.49*
Commercial
Neighborhood 0.64 0.94 (was 1.25)
General 0.64 0.94 {was 1.25)
Cowntown 0.64 0.94 (was 1.25)
Office 0.64 0.94 {was 1.25)
Industrial
Light 0.26 {was 0.92) 0.42 (was 0.33)
Heavy 0.26 (was 0.92 0.42 (was 0.33)

*QOriginal figure was rounded to nearest 0.1; used nearest 0.01 to
be consistent with other categories

3. Storm Drain RAE schedule appears inconsistent with Design Standards
and Water and Sewer RAE's (Steve Pechin) -

The storm drain relative factors are the same as those presently in
effect. They were determined by the City in 1988 as part of the
update of the Master Storm Drain System Master Plan and Fee Program.
An analysis was done on the tota! cost of providing trunk iines,
basins and pumping facilities for residential versus commercial
development. The Design Standards only address runoff calculations.
While it could be argued that a more refined breakdown is possible
(for example, commercial versus industrial), the cost difference
would be less the difference implied by the Design Standards which is
only 13%.

Incidentally, the storm drain fees need to be recalculated due to
land use changes in the adopted General Plan and the omission of two
existing storm drain reimbursement agreements that are to be paid ocut
of the impact fee fund.

4, How does additional water system revenue from metering affect the fee
program? (Steve Pechin) -

Presumably, water rates will be set to cover maintenance,
replacements and contributions to general fund and no new capital
facilities. Of course, actual water rates are set by the City
Ccuncil. To the extent water conservation from metering reduces the
need for additional wells, future updates of the General Plan and
Water Master Plan would reduce the number of new wells needed. Then
the fee could go down.

MCCO101/TXTW.02ZM



City Council
June 20, 1991
Page 3

5. What is the effect of removing Lodi Lake from the calculation on
existing park standard? (Steve Pechin) -

The lake itself accounts for 35 acres of the 101 acres of Lodi Lake
Park included in the existing standard. Eliminating acreage from the
existing standard and reducing the new park acreage to match the
existing standard will reduce the fee. The exact reduction amount
will depend on the results of the cash flow aralysis. Based on the
average cost of new parks, Table 1 presents the approximate effect of
reducing the acreages as shown.

6. Question using $100,000 per acre as value for land acquisition (Steve
Pechin, Dennis Bennett, Jeff Kirst, Council) -

Based on comments from other developers, staff feels the $100,000
figure is reasonable considering the City will have to have
appraisals done and pay prevailing market rates at the time of
purchase. This actior will occur nearer to development time, thus
Tand will be more expensive than land purchased years ago on
speculation.

7. In computing the area of existing community buildings, were leased
facilities included and how does it affect the program; is there a
1ist of the existing facilities? (Steve Pechin, Jeff Kirst) -

The facilities used in determining the existing standard are:

Hutchins Street Square Cafeteria 6,400 SF
Camp Hutchins Room 6,000 SF
Hutchins Street Square North Complex 19,600 SF
Hutchins Street Square Pool Area 5,400 SF
Hutchins Street Sgquare Fine Arts Building 8,700 SF
Recreation Annex, North Stockton Street 3,500 SF leased
Kofu Park Building 1,800 SF
Lee Jones Building (@ Legion Park) 900 SF
Grape Festival Pavilion 32,000 SF leased*
Grape Festival Chablis Hall 9,600 SF leased
Recreation Office Meeting Room 900 SF

94,800 SF Total
(use of indoor school facilities not included)
*Pavilion only available 5% months/year

This square footage was used in determining the amount and cost of
new community buildings (44,100 SF @ $100/SF = $4,410,000)}. Reducing
this square footage has a similar effect on the fee as reducing park
acreage, although the amounts are smaller. See Table 1 for some
approximate alternatives.

8. Were revenues from renting/leasing community buildings included in
the program? (Steve Pechin) -

Nc, City policy in setting rental rates is to attempt to recover
operating expenses only.

MCCI101/TXTW.02M
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9. Police RAE's the land use is not as important a factor as the area of
town {(Steve Pechin) -

Possibly, but this is not accounted for in the methcdology and it
would probably not be legal to do so.

10. Residential impact fee comparison - Tracy is going down, Galt's
figure is only for certain parts of town and include Mello-Roos
figures, also the comparisons are distorted, misleading and
inaccurate (Denris Bennett) -

Tracy's storm drain fee has been reduced from $5,204 to $4,564,
however, many of the other categories have gone up. The total of
$23,116 shown in the comparison is now $23,661. We have also been
informed that a suit is being filed over Tracy's fees.

Based on correspondence from Bennett and Compton, the City's
comparison is accurate except in two categories:

Water - Depending on the area being developed, the fee is $950
instead of $1,800.

NE Area - These fees were established to reduce the Mello-Roos
bond payments. They are used for capital facilities including
the types of facilities in Lodi's proposed program, and in our
mind fit the definition of an impact fee.

Their letter provided the following fee examples:

1,331 SF home in NE area: $12,623.64
1,250 SF home not in NE area: $ 8,763.20

The City comparison showed $12,677 for a 2,000 SF home. Given the
wide variation in fee programs and situations, we feel the comparison
is sufficiently accurate for the purpose intended.

The fee comparisons were not intended to be precise. Doing so would
require a specific project design in a specific area for each city.
The proposed City of Lodi fees are based on providing the facilities
listed for the General Plan service area. The City Council may, as a
matter of policy, reduce the fees in order to be "competitive".
However, this will transfer to burden to the General Fund and/or
Utility Funds. As discussed at the public hearing, arbitrarily
adjusting the fees opens the City to legal challenge. Reducing the
fees can be done by:

1) Lowering the service standard and eliminating projects - This
would uniformly reduce the fee in each land use category for the
reduced standard fee category (i.e., Police, Fire, etc.).

2) Reduce the fee per RAE in any or all of the fee categories - This
would require subsidies from other City funds in order to
maintain the service standard or would mean deferring or
eliminating projects, in effect reducing the level of service.

MCC9101/TXTW.0ZM
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3) Directly subsidize land use categories (such as low income
housing) by paying all or a portion of the fee out of the General
rund or other City funds.

Fee collection at Final Map versus Building Permit stage {Dennis
Bennett) -

Later collection will increase fees and create much more
administrative burden, i.e., billing and tracking every parcel versus
one map. Changing to coliecting all fees at building permit would
mean recalculating to a square footage basis for _
commercial/industrial ana presumably per dwelling unit for
residential. We could split with some categories at map and others
at building permit. We already collect storm drain fees at map stage.

Parks standard distorted especially considering Lodi Lake and School
acreage, need more analysis (Dennis Bennett) -

The standard is a policy decision; the data is there for Council to
decide. The first Parks project is a new Parks Master Plan which
will more precisely define the nature of the new parks, improvements
to be included, etc. Staff suggests that is the time to do more
analysis and fine-tune the fee program.

School acreage was not included in the existing standard nor included
in future additions since the City has no control over either
situation.

Need more analysis on General City Facilities Fees (Dennis Bennett) -

Again, this is a policy decision on the Council's part as to what
projects should be paid out of fees versus the general fund or simply
deleted. A1l the City Facilities included are needed to accommodate
growth.

Effect on house price of borrowing money to pay fees at Final Map
stage (Dennis Bennett) -

The impact fees for a single-family subdivisicon at 5 lots per acre
total $7,634 per lot. At 15% interest for 18 months, the additional
cost to be passed on the home buyer is approximately $1,700 plus
whatever the developer and builder mark up their costs. These
numbirs are comparable to a realtor's fee on a $150,000 sale ($9,000
@ 6%).

This is over-estimated however, since it includes the time spent
building the house. In collecting at building permit stage, there is
still 6 months' or so interest while the house is being built. In
collecting at the later stage, the fee will have to be approximately
4% higher to account for the loss of interest revenue in the fee
program. These two factors would reduce the additional amcunt to
approximately $800 plus markup. We also would assume that with the
growth management program, we will not see excessive numbers of lots
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

mapped so there should be a shorter time between map filing and home
construction.

Lodi's proposed Park standard is 3.4 acres per 1,000 persons served.
What is the parks standard for other agencies (Council) -

Stockton - 3 acres per 1,000 residents (considering
commerciai/industrial impact)

Davis - standard is area/distance based
Tracy - 3.5 acres per 1,000 residents
Manteca - 5 acres per 1,000 residents

Weodland (draft) - 3.2 acres per 1,000 persons served plus additional
standards for facilities and regional parks

~clationship/methodolegy between Commercial land use and Police, Fire
and General City Facilities and sales tax revenue (William Mitchell) -

No credit was offered for potential sales tax revenue. These sources
don't even pay for Police, Fire, and Parks and Recreation operations,
let alone new capital facilities.

Difference/relationship between commercial fees (especially streets)
based on per acre basis versus per 1,000 SF of building area (William
Mitchell) -

The basic decisions to use General Plan land use categories to keep
the fee program simple and to collect at map stage means that acreage
must be used since specific project plans are not available then.
This also evens out small differences in land use and is much simpler
to administer (fewer arguments over trip rates for specific types of
Tand use nor worrying about minor changes in land use). Given this,
there will always be at least 50% of the projects who feel they are
below the average and should get a fee reduction. That could be
done, but only if we charge the other 50% a higher fee.

Why have parallel water mains on certain streets? (Council) -

This is done on major streets and provides better service to what are
usually large parcels needing many fire services. It reduces the
need to cross the major street repeatedly which is expensive since
such crossings are usually bored rather than open cut.

Police "existing persons served" is 80,207 per Table 7-1. This seems
high. (Council) -

The number includes an accounting of residents and employees based on
the various General Plan documents. It is consistently used in the
existing land use and project land use, although it is recalculated
separately for each fee category.
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20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

The additional number cf firefighters appears to be more than that
needed for the new station. Is it "top heavy"? (Council) -

The projects/equipment shown on Table 8-1 are per the Fire Long Range
Plan which includes:

° A 4-person "quint" (combined truck/engine) at the new Station 4,
which includes 1 captain (mid-management)

° Adding a firefighter to the east side truck company

° Adding 2 fire inspectors

° Adding 1 public education specialist

¢ Adding 1 hazardous materials specialist

A1l are firefighting personnel. This is a total of 23 positions for
which equipment costs only are included.

We are collecting fees for a fire station that will not be built for
a few years {Council) -

The collection of fees for future projects is in compliance with
State law given that we have a long-range Capital Improvement Program.

Parks and Recreation, Page 78, Paragraph 2 says 770 SF is the
existing building standard {Council) -

That is a typographical error; the correct figqure is 1,800 SF.

If a service club or private donation builds a park improvement, what
happens to the fee? (Council) -

When a project included in the fee program is funded from another
source, the cost estimate would be changed at the next fee program
update along with any other changes and/or cost jncreases; thus the
total fee would be adjusted accordingly.

Why don't we reimburse the City for the cost of land already
purchased? (Council) -

That could be done. However, then the land could not be counted as
part of the existing standard. For example, the semi-developed
portion of Pixley Park (C-Basin) was counted in the existing
standard. It could be removed from the standard and included in new
parks. In some specific cases (such as the rest of C-Basin), the
undeveloped land was purchased with impact fee (Master Storm Drain)
funds so it would not be appropriate to “buy” it again. In other
cases, such as the 13-acre Lodi Lake Park expansion, the land was
acquired many years ago (more than 10) and it would be difficult to
determine the purchase terms and conditions. In the case of streets
where we included recent widening projects, the cost of land
(Right-of-Way acauisition) was included. We would include some
allowance for park land already owned it Council so desires and City
provides specific direction. This would of course increase the fee.
An example is shown in Table 1.
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25. Why is the level of service standard for City Hall being increased
per Page 91, Table 10-1? (Council) -

The analysis for City Hall reflects that fact that the existing
building is overcrowded, thus the total cost of the project cannot be
placed on new development. The term "level of service standard” in
this case is misleading since it is a statement of existing
conditions, not a desired level of space allocation. The future
total is based on the present plans for the expansion of the building
and matches the projections of City Hall personnel increases
throughout the life of the General Plan.

Additional Discussion

Although there were no specific questions, the issue of "affordable
housing" was discussed. This issue involves much more than just impact
fees and includes land prices, construction costs, interest charges,
profit margins and "the Marxet". However, the following discussion just
addresses impact fees.

Certainly anything that increases expenses to developers and builders has
the potential of increasing the final sale price. The issue of "who
ultimately pays" is not clear and depends on many local factors.

According to the latest information staff received at a recent seminar on
impact fees, there have been very few rigorous studies that attempt to
answer this question. These few indicate that while there is an increase,
jt is "trivial” when compared against increases due to other factors.

This seminar included some discussion on the "impact" of impact fees. Ten
suggestions on offsetting their impact are attached as Exhibit A. Given
the City's 2% Growth Management Plan, some of these suggestions are not
possible. Nete that No. 7 suggests fees be charged as early as possible
in the approval process. Numbers 9 and 10 and similar alternatives would
require a much more active role by the City in the area of housing
programs. Such programs could be handled by other public agencies on a
contract basis, by a consultant, o by new City staff.

Recommendation/Action

At this point, staff needs Council direction on how to proceed with the
Development Impact Fee Prcgram in order to complete the enabling ordinance
and implementing resolution. The draft fees as presented need to be
recalculated anyway because cf the changes in the final adopted General
Plan and the Water and Sewer RAE factor changes. Also, the calculations
started with revenue and expenses in fiscal year 1990/91. Obviously, the
program will not start then. We do wish to proceed as quickly as
possible; the City cannot collect any of its county-wide 1/2¢ sales tax
{Measure K) allocations until we have a traffic fee in place.

Council decisions are needed on the following issues that have been raised
which will also affect the fee calculation:

MCCI101/TXTW.02ZM
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1. RAE Schedules - In addition to the water and sewer changes, if the
Council has questions/concerns on other schedules (such as Parks and
Recreation and commercial/industrial land use), these should be
resoived.

2. Projects/Standards - A decision should be made on the project list
and standards used, especially in Parks and Recreation where the most
questions were raised; also the land value figure should be agreed
upon.

3. Fee Collection - The issue of collecting at Final Map versus Building
Permit is critical. In changing to building permit, staff would
recommend changing the residential acre equivalent factors (RAE's) to
a dwelling unit and 1,000 SF commercial/industrial basis.

A

Jack L\ Ronsko
Yic Works Director

JLR/RCP/mt

cc: Concerned Citizens
Nolte and Associates
McDonald and Associates
Assistant City Engineer
Department Heads

MCCO101/TXTW.02M



Table 1
APPROXIMATE PARKS AND RECREATION IMPACT FEE REVISIONS

YExisting" Future Cost of Fee Diff.
Standard Additions Future per RAE
Additions

Parks
With Lodi Lake 177.8 Ac 83.0 Ac  $12,991,000* $11,810 -
Deduct Lake 35 Acres 142.8 Ac 66.7 Ac  $10,440,000 (approx.) $10,210 -51,600
Deduct 50% of lake 35 Acres 160.3 Ac 74.8 Ac $11,710,000 (approx.)} $11,000 -$ 810
Community Buildings
With A1l Fecilities 94,800 S 44,100 SF $ 4,410,000 411,810 -
Deduct A1l Leased Facilities 49,700 SF 23,120 SF § 2,312,000 (approx.) $10,490 -$1,320
Prorate Pavilion SF 77,870 S 36,040 SF $ 3,604,000 {approx.) S$11,310 -$ 500
Land Reimburserent
Lodi Lake 13 Acre Expansion - - $ 1,300,000 {approx.} 3$i2,630 +% 80

Master Plan, Comunity Buildings, and miscellanecus projects subtetal $5,749,000 for $18,740,000 total program
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Exhibit 4

Offsetting the Impacts of Impact Feey

Connerlv (1988) argues that impact fees are simply bad policy because of their
tendency to force higher prices and thereby displace lower- and middle-income house-
holds. Huffman, Nelson. Smith, and Stegman (1988) warn that impact fees may displace
development to areas that may be less able cope with that development. They also warn
of fiscal effects. The problem is that public officials have not generally come to grips with
these or other effects of impact fees. Where impact fees are relatively small, however as
they seem t0 be at the present time in most communities assessing them — any impact of
impact fees will be practically meaningless.

Nevertheless, where communities are concerned about prospective adverse impacts
of impact fees, they may pursue any of several mitigating policies (Weitz, 1984). The aim
of such policies is to shift as much of the burden back to owners of vacant land as
possible, soften the magnitude of impact fee effects on housing prices by encouraging
greater land use intensity, and distribute the remaining burden among tenants of new
development and developers so that no party is burdened with the whole impact. What
exactly are those policies? Ten are suggested here.

1. Assure that long-range community plans adequately foresee future development
demand by oroviding enough land for that development. That land must be
provided with suitable infrastructure. These efforts will keep the land market from
internalizing supply shortages attributable solely to unserviced land.

2. Give adequate advance notice to developers of impending impact fees. This may
be done through public hearings and delayed effective dates. The objective is to
give developers enough time to negotiate more favorable land purchase prices.

3. Tailor impact fees to the effects that specific developments will have on com-
munities. Fixed fees fail to account for projects have relatively higher impacts
because of their location in more congested areas. Setting fees by service area of
facilities is one workable solution.

4. Attempt to provide a competitive market. In a tight market where demand for
developable land exceeds supply in the short term, public officials might allow
greater development density (where faalities can accommeodate it), or allow
annexations.

S.  Assure consistent land use practices. When landowners perceive that zoning or
planning changes are easily acquired, they will force developers to pay prices
reflecting those expectations. Communities should hold firm to land use designa-
tions.

6. Many communities under-assess vacant land or extend it certain open space tax
preferences. Such practices subsidize speculative behavior, allow landowners to
hold land for longer periods, and enable landowners to demand higher prices than
the market would otherwise justify. They should be reconsidered.

80
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Assess impact fees at the stage in the development process that can have the least
impact on prices. Consideration might be given to assessing the fees upon approval
of a project. This has the effect of forcing developers to internalize the fee as a
cost before selling land to builders. It should encourage developers to negotiate
lower land prices.

As a practical matter, the farther along in the development process the fee is

assessed, the more likely it wiil passed along to buyers. Assessing the fee at the building
permit stage has the advantage of raising revenue approximately when the impact is felt
while keeping the fee relatively far away from buyers. Assessing fees upon completion or
explicitly shifting fees to buyers will not put downward pressure on sellers of vacant,
buildable land and will instead guarantee forward linkage of the fee.

8.

10.

Communities should consider more flexible use of local improvement districts. If
communities can extend to new development lower borrowing rates and allow
repayment of the fee over a long period of time, the potentially adverse effects of
impact fees may be greatly reduced.

Communities should aggressively pursue subsidized housing programs offered by
the federal and state governments. Connerly (1988), for example, calculates that
the impact fee burden on lower-income housebolds can be nearly completely
eliminated by use of federal low income housing tax credits.

Some communities pay tbe impact fee for lower- and middle-income housing from
the general fund or other sources. This has many attractive features. First, there
is little adverse impact on the construction of affordable housing. Second, the
impact fee revenues are in fact raised and put into necessary, earmarked accounts
for use by specific facilities. Third, it is the community at-large that subsidizes such
housing with payment of the fees. Loveland, Colorado, and Broward County,
Florida, are among communities that do this.

Communities should consider an impact fee mitigation policy package comprised of the
combination of those policies that together show the greatest promise for offsetting the
impacts of impact fees.

Source: "A Practitioner's Guide to Development Impact Fees" by

James C. Nicholas, Arthur C. Nelson, Julian Juergensmeyer

Course notebook from 1991 seminar on Development Impact Fees
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CITY OF LODI 1991 Fee and
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT Service Charge Schedule J
4 Y
SRS Er L NS S oy ] - e : o . -
 Development impact Mitigation Fees. . | | Revised Draft -
RAE = Residential Acre Equivalent L 6/20/91
Land Use Category | Total Fee Water i Sewer Storm Orainage ! Streets
| per Acre RAE Fee/Acre RAE Fee/Acre RAE Fee/Acre RAE Fee/Acre

Residental

Low Density $38,160 1.00 $5,500 1.00 $1,080 1.00 $7.380 1.00 45,380

Medium Density $59,820 1.96 $10,/60 1.96 $2,120 1.00 $7,380 1.96 $10,540

High Density $1086,200 3.49 $19,200 3.49 $3,770 1.00 $7.350 3.05 $16,410

East Sids Residential $41,130 1.00 $5,500 1.00 31,080 1.00 $7,380 1.00 $5,380

Planned Low Density $38,1860 1.0C $5,500 1.00 $1,080 1.00 $7,380 1.00 $5,380

Planned Med. Density $58,820 1.96 $10,780 1.96 $£2,120 1.00 $7.380 1.986 $10,540

Planned High Density $105,200 3.49 $19,200 3.49 $3,770 1.00 37,380 3.05 $16,410
Commercial

Neighborhood $40,280 0.64 43,520 0.54 $1,020 1.33 49,820 1.90 $10,220

Genersl $48,270 0.64 $3,520 0.84 $1,020 1.33 $9,820 3.82 $20,550

Downtown $40,280 0.64 $3,520 0.84 $1,020 1.33 $9,820 1.90 $10,220

Office $563,530 0.64 $3,520 0.94 $1,020 1.33 $9,820 3.27 $17,590
industrial

Light $29,930 0.28 $1,430 0.42 $450 1.33 $3,820 2.00 $10,760

Heavy $28,870 0.26 41,430 0.42 38450 1.33 49,820 1.27 46,830

Police Fire Parks & Recreation Genersi City
RAE Fea/Acre RAE Fee/Acre RAE Fea/Acre RAE Fee/Acre

Residential

Low Density 1.00 $1,130 1.00 $510 1.c0 $11,810 1.00 $6,37GC

Medium Density 1.77 42,000 1.86 $1,000 1.43 $16,880 1.43 $9,110

High Density 4.72 45,330 4.32 $2,200 2.80 $33,070 2.80 $17.840

East Side Residential 1.08 $1,230 1.10 $560 1.10 $12,990 1.10 $7,010

Planned Low Density 1.c0 $1,130 1.00 $510 1.00 $11,810 1.00 $6,370

Planned Med. Density 1.77 $2,000 1.96 $1,000 1.43 316,830 1.43 $9,110

Planned High Density 4.72 $5,330 4.32 $2,200 2.80 $32.070 2.80 $17.840
Commaercial

Neighborhood 4.28 $4,840 2.77 $1,410 0.22 43,780 0.89 $6,670

General 2.58 42,930 1.83 $980 0.32 43,780 0.8 $5.670

Downtown 4.28 $4,840 277 $1,410 0.32 $3,780 0.89 $5,670

Office 3.72 44,200 2.48 $1,250 0.54 $6,380 1.63 $9,750
indusetrial

Light 0.30 4340 0.64 $330 0.23 $2,720 0.64 $4,080

Heevy 0.18 8210 0.61 $310 0.33 $3,300 0.93 $5,920

Sea Note 4.

Reference: LMC §15.64.000¢ & Resolution 31-xxx

1. Thee schedula in 8 summary only; refer to the reference citad for details of applicability and interpretations.

2. LMC = Lodi Municipai Code; PWD = Public Works Departrnent

3. Fees must be paid befors work is scheduled or applicable Map/Parmit issuad.

4. Special ares asgessments or charges required by reimbursement sgreements are not inciuded in this summary.

Approvad: Jack L. Ronsko, Public Works Director Date
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MEMORANDUM, City of Lodi, Public Works Department

TO: City Manager
City Councit
Planning Commission
City Department Heads
interested Parties

FROM: Public Works Director
DATE: April 16, 1991

SUBJECT: Development Impact Fee Study

As part of the General Plan update, the City retained the firms of Nolte and Associates and
Angus McDonald and Associates to prepare a comprehensive study of costs and financing
mechanisms for the major capital improvements needed to support the growth shown in the
General Plan. The goal is to provide needed capital improvements meeting City service
standards in a timely fashion.

The long-awaited public draft of this study is attached for your review and comment. The study
recommends eight categories {Water, Sewer, Storm Drainage, Streets, Police, Fire, Parks/
Recreation, and General City Facilities) of infrastructure fees based on the General Plan land use
designations. Table 2-2 summarizes these acreage fees.

An informal public meeting has been set for Tuesday, April 30, at 1:30 p.m., in the Carnegie
Forum, 305 West Pine Street, to review and discuss the draft study. The consultants and City
staff will make a short presentation and be available for questions. Subsequent work sessions
and public hearings will be held with the City Council. Should you have any questions or
comments in the meantime or not be able to attend the meeting, you are welcome to contact
Richard Prima or me at City Hall at 333-6706.

s

. Ronsko
blic \Works Director

JLR/RCP/mt
Attachment

cc: Nolte and Associates
McDonald and Associates
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